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* Part"A of this report.

’ v

-, .« . Prefacé

- - < “ $

‘Iﬁtérim Report II was submitted at the end of the first year
:0f Project Developmental Continuity (PDC) to present our recom-
mendations for measuring program impact. The present volume

represents. an updating.of the June 1975 dgraft repoft. After ‘tha ' ;
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 ratiorale of the measures to b Uused in
PDC; it is not-an exhaustive eview of all possible measufes.
Most of the ‘15 PDC ograms were funded in the summer of

1974 r a year of plannjng during which preparations would be .
made for beginning ‘operafions in September 1975 in all compon-
ents--education, training, -parent involvement, admipistration,
.Support services, servites for handidapped children and programs
for bilingual/bicultural .children, ‘ As with all Head Start .
_demonstration programs, Developmental Continuity is a multifaceted
program that requires a complex evaluation process. ,In ®rder 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 process of establishing and operating
programs and on the .impact that the programs are expected to

have on children, families, jead Start and school teaching staff,
administrators and on the institutions themselyes. ¢

.During 1974-75, the evaluation focused on assessing the "
planning process..- Two. yvisits were made to each program, and &

case study was prepared for each program to describe and analyze .’

the year's events. A "nationdl case study" provides a summary

of planning activities from a national perspective and an analysis
of trends across sites. -The 15 program case studies -and’ the
national'case»studx constitute Part C of this report, L

-
a
—

The assessment of program impact; of coufse, can only ®ccur
after there has beén anHSpportunity for children to expeérience
continuity from Head Start to elementary school. Since there
are frequently problems during program start-up that are not

typical of a fully operating program, there willrbe no assessment _

of impact during 1975-76 (Year II); the first cohort to be .
tested, interviewed ard observed for impact assessment will enter
in the fall of 1976 (Year III). r DuringsYear II the assessment

" procedures will be pilot tested.on a sample of Head Start children
from PDC angd comparison groups. in-most of the sites. Year I

has been a year of prepatation durihg which there have been two
major concerns:. locating suitable Head. Start centers and
elementary schools in each site'to” serve as ) comparisons* for
the PDC Head Start and school; and sele ting measures that would .
be appropriate fgor assessing the impact of Project Developmental "
Continuity. Information on the comparison groups, along with &
baseline data and discussions of the analysis plan, constitutes

Sl -~ v
¢
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. - . INTRODUCTION . ' ' ’

. .. . .
¢ z
4 - - (¢~
~

be used for asse551hg the impact of Proj¢ct Developmental ,
) Contihuity (PDC) In the introduction ¢( pter I) the ‘purpose-
Bl of" the impact’study is reviewed and the‘basic considerations
- * guiding the selection of measures are presented. Chapter II .
describes the review process that led to-the finpal recommenda-
tions, which are presented in Chapter ITI with supportlng N
rationale. ‘The appendix contains one- page summaries of the ’
characteristics of the measures recommended wi¥th desarlptions . ¢

of the items, administration procedures: and scoring criteria. - -

Al
L »

** “This véiame presenas the recommendat: ns for. measures to

! " ' Purpose of the Impact -Study R

. The work statemeint for the: PrOJect:DevelOpmental Coﬁtinuity
. evaluation (RFP-4~75-HEW-0S) specified- two prlmary objectbves
fpr the impact study: s .

~ . -
v

, d “To asskss thezlhpact of Preschool-School Llnkages and
~ , Early Childhood Schpols on the development gf.social ’
competente in chlldren four to elght years of‘age, and .

._ ’ + @ To assess the impact gf the two program approaches )
: (ECS, and PSL) en the-Zreschdols, schools, gand other J-
. community institutions involveéd in-the program. ¥

.
- e

The impact of Developﬁental Continuity must obviously be broadly‘
conceptualized, not in- terms of children's "ihtelligence," or
even solely in terms Bf 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 1mpact can be grouped into .
four categorles.

h The institutions.and their relationshigs ) .
PDC staff, qteachers and administrators - T
Parents .

Children's social compesence : ) '

.

g - . ' S - o .
A variety of measures are required to complete an.assessment in
each of thesegareai. The "impact on the participating «dnstitu-
‘tions and amy changes in their relationships will be assessed

¢ ¢ N -
R . .o
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A

. an

. and operationalization are subject to considera le controversy,

- ] . . \
primarily tﬁrough.strhctured and semi-structured interviews. . =, .’
with ‘key people connected with: the, program, by asking: partic;—°
pants 1n key roles to fate factors such~as the influence of
the part1c1pants, and through examlnation of records. Much v .
of .this is Being accomplished in the program case studies
(see Part € of this report) but-gome additional measures, not
yet: part of\the case study prchdures,'a}e reviewed here.

The 1mpact on PDC staff, teachers and admlnlstrators and “
qggarents will be assessed using "interviews, questlonnalres, ‘

e

ratind scales and by examining records'such as minutes o§ T e
.committeé meetings. A wide. -range of effects is expected for . <.
these' part1c1pants (part1c1patlon in decision-making, problem- o
solving,, attitude change, etc.), and these are also dlscqrsed / .
below: ‘ ’ ’

e 1
] ’

agﬁe impact of PDC on children's social competence is
prob y the most complex of the areas of expected impact and
the aréa that appears to receive the greatest -attentidn in
this report. This is due to the fact that social c¢ompetence -
is itself a multifaceted concept, that its comgeptualizatdion Lo

and .that a,wide selection of assessment procedures is avail-
able for rev1ew. The four dimensions of social competence .
considered Here (sogial-emotional, psychomotor, cognitive and '’
language, and health .and nutrltaon can b‘}assessed by inter- .
v1ews, rating scales, structured tests, assroom observation
"and by examining program records in an attempt to obtain as

full a picture as posslb;e of the develOplng "competence" of
chiddren who experlence Developmental Contlnulty ' Y

Y , 3 . '

Congiderations in Selecting. Measures

Six general "guidelines" have beef folléwed in Tmaking ,
dec151ons on the measures for this evaiuatlon. In addition, .
five spec1f1c crite¥ia have béen appldied in assessing the
suitability of the measures. In this discussiof} a distinction
is made -between the "basic" measurement\battery——a set of
measures that will bhe used in all PDC sites to assess ob]ectives
that are characteristic of PDC as-a national program--and.sjte-

. specific batteries relevant to the unique objec}ives of ind§jvid-

“uwal progrdms and sultable for the cultural settlng of each siteuw

- *» / ' - - v ‘ - . .
‘ . L / . N
General Guidelines . . ' S . : ~ '
1 ’ ! . N
The#first dﬂideline is th&; no new measures’will be -~ )
scéheduled for development as paxt of the basic bhattery, other.

than.questlonnalres and interview protocols;s cific to this
study. It is possible to distinguish studé9épihich areh .
intended to develop tests from studies inténded'to produce d ~

T § | | I
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¢ information for substantive deé?sfﬁhs (Cronbach, Gleser, Nanda, ,
.Rajaratnam?, .1972). The two kinds of "&tudies mdst be designed
differently for'maximum‘éffectiyenesé and efficiency, and in
general yield lgss than optimal restlts when combined into a
single study.’' This would, argue *against selecting pew instru-
ments, Of promising but ralatively. undeveloped onés’ whiéh would
‘need major instrument development, as an integral4part of the

evaluation. In addition, adequate test develéPment is a prd- .«

"hipftively expensive undertaking that’is beyond the available
. resources of this evaluation. . " .
£ .

v
L

Unfortunately, as Chapter III#will indicaté&, no measure
that is already fully developed has been found that°'méets all
.the specific 'selection criteria listed below. .Further, many
-evaluations (e.g., 'the national Follow Through evaluation)’ have

\ been criticized precisely because their use_,of existing.stan- _ ~

dardized tests did not, yield the kind of in?brmatibn useful
for policy decisions (hivlin}g&d Timpane, 1975). Therefore, ~
this first guideliné—yas meodified as follows: subtests ©r sets

- of items 9f develdped ‘measures that best meet the'criteria are
recommended, and modifications of less‘well-developed measures$
aré being recommended.fpr pilot testing durinngear II1.

«
] 3 N

< . ! .
"Thys,” a second guideline comes, into play: some’ instrdment
development can De anticipated- for each of the measures in the
proposed battery. Even th ugh pajor test development. is not
feasible,”nearly all bf,thzﬁggasures considered for inclusion
. in the evaluation could,profit from further developmept of a

relatively minor and straidghtforward .nature. For example, '

* this may include something as simple as.augmenting -already
existing,normative data, or as complex as _ item xevisionaand
factor rearrangement. If absolutely necessary, say if one of
the propoeosed measures does not work out as expected based on |
analysis of the Year II fall data, it would stiil'pe.possible,f
to substitute an‘entirely new measure for the spring ‘data -

collection of Year II. It is hoped, however, that the process ™

7wi%l be one of continuous refinement, rather than “a series of
major changes. R 2 Yoot

THird, instruments must be evaluated for the basic battery

in terms- ofi the oyefaLl objectives of Project Developmental .
Continuity, sand must be evaluated for the site-sfecific batteries
in térms of site objectives and ‘ethnjic and bilingual/bfcultural
considerations. As part of the measurément"selegtion process
a questiognaire was d@veloped to obtain information from each

.- .site on the program goals or objectives considered, espegially
important at that site. The respomses to this questionnaire
and the decisions based on these responses are fgiscussed in
Chapter II. ’ - .

- Y

-
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¢’ . FourtH, out of" cons1derat10n for ‘participants in the. . -
L Developmental Cont1nu1ty program, testipg time for any individ-
o ual- should be limited to a reastbnable length. ThlS suggésts |-
) * that the different measures used‘'should be ‘the shortest possible
N : ¢ Ver51oﬁs donsistent-with .sound measurement practlces. Moreover,*
' Jit is not feasrble o try ;o "zexo, 1n" oRe®_a; partlcular trait in
L this eValuatlon by- admln;sterlng seVQral dlfferent but over-‘z R
- lapplng measures of. the trait in order to utlllze, for-example, .
- - the multigrait- multamethod matr1x.techn1que. .Some measures-will
* . be Unobtrusive as fax as¥tﬁe chlld is concerned, and are thewe~
fore limited only by - adeQuacy of records or amount of parent,
teacher, o admlnlstrator t1me they would take.,

P : Fifth, the measurement battery should ge as simplé and - ~
T . parsimonious-”as poss1ble to insure the accuracy oé'data‘collected
o /) under dlfferent field*conditions. Many elaborate but otherwise

, good tests must be .removed ' from conslderatlon for this regason. O

i

LI Y

. 'Sixth, 51ngle items sfBould be 1nd1v1dually 1nterpretable, . L4
to the extent possible,’regardless of any score or factor -
L structure they were intemded to be embedded "in. One can never -
be .sure that the reliability, validity, factor analysis outcomes, '
‘test‘celllngs and floors, etc., will hold up for the populatlon
- in this project. This suggests that the safety factor of be1ng !
N able to to 1nterpret individual ‘items as straightforward Hrlt §ia.
. might ultlmately prove to.-be a very  useful feature. T more -’
™ . simple and straightforward each prOposed test is at the item 3
o level, the greater the probability of get'ting gome 1nterpretable
-\results at the'end of theé-project even under the worst of -
circumstances.- . . -

~

.

.. ‘1' . .¢ 7 ‘ \d - —-
/ [
&peC1&1c Criteria ‘ A - - ,

. In reviewing candidates’ ﬂnzlmclu51on in the proposbd -
. battery, five criteria were used ' to assess the Sultabllyty pf
¢ measurés. In oxrder of 1mpprtance, the measures must;’ - .
. . . K

.. appear td measure stated natlonal or local objectlves,, .
. ‘ .t 5 1
- e be approprlate to the examinees' age,'ablllty level,

. v drblllngual/bLCulturaI status; .

- L4

1

° be practlcai to adminlster,- o0 . o @L,J
Y 4 [ . ' “

- e haﬁe been used successfully in othqr maj@r evaluations -

o for the basic battery); ' . A )
. . ..
.. é‘ ‘) ' :demonstrate good psychometric characteristics. * )

4 ¢ 4
.

-

' ° . ‘. o o
- Bach of ‘these criteria is discussed in turn below.

4 ) , ' .
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v‘r— COn51der themffurther——good psychometrlc qualities notw1thstand1ng.

-

-

.

. N ~
-

. . First, me!Lures have been carefully examlned for.item -
‘content ee if they appear to measure traits related to the
goals of natlonal or'local progect. The Lnspecflon of °
contént ‘has been used as the primary eyvidence for ‘validity
because 6f a general lack of quantitative validity data for

‘most of the measures under consideration.,

. ® - )
-

Secondqvmeasures whlch are relekant’to the goal areds,

Developmental Continuity .population. This means looking for
theéwfloor and cejling levels to ensure an adequate 4- to 8-year
age- range, an examinat'ion of prdcedures and format for ea€e of
understanding by the chilgren, and ar examination of sultablllty
of use w1th blllngual/blcultural chlldren. ‘}(. y f

Thirad, measures have been examlned ko~ determlne if they
are practical to admipister.. The mostnrmportant criterion here
isrthe overall time reqqued by the ‘test, Qut another very .

‘A}mpo nt one is the general suitability’ for administration by.

para fessional testers hired from-the community. This cri-
terion has eliminated many measurement techniques that requi
formal credentlals, including the better known individual I

tests, progeCtlve tests, and depth interviews. Ease ‘and clarlty 'S

of scorlng is ‘another quallty 3ought 1nf$he measures.
- - a4 - ~\
Fourth, major, past-uses of the measures have been taken .
into consideration, with, preference given (for use_ in the basic
battery) to those used in other national evaluations. The f
$earch for measure$s began with those used in. the natlonal '
Planned-Variation Head Start evaluation conducted by Stanford *
Regearch Institute and with those used in the evaluation of'

. Home Start conducted by High/Scope Educational Research Founda-

tion. ' The .purpose of this crlterlon is to establish, insofar-
‘as p0551ble, comparability of ‘data with those two major evalua-
tions of preschool-aged chfldren. Since a -great deal of
comparability is not likely giveh ‘the yepars of test development
work since the inception of those projects, the recommendations
of £he Rand Corporation study (Raizen and Bobrow, 1974a) have
~been considered and the measures currently being considered by
the Stanford Research Institute for the National Day Catfe Cost
fects’ Study have been réblewed. .
- .
.Fifth, measures’ ‘that seem satisfactory 1nvregard to the: ]
four criteria mentidned above have been examined for reliability
excellence of norms, method.of constructlon, and suggestive
results in other studies-<in short, in all their important.
technlcal characteristjcs. It might 'seem peculiar to examine
‘suth 1mportant features last, but if«measures failed to ‘meet
-some of the more pragmatic criteria above there was no need to

— o ]
, - : s . ‘ .
-
— a * - < v

‘e B P . ' .
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.haye been -reviewed.in terms of their ‘suitability for the Project

’
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; ., - PREPARATION FOR MEASUREMENT, SELECTION I
. 7 ,

The proce'ss of ‘reviewing measures to be used for assessjng.

Project Developmental Continuity impact varied-+ accerding to .
the goal areas to be assessed!’ institutional change, effect on

" teachers and other staff,- impact on parents, and impact on - ..
children's social cpmpetence. The. program case studies have,

since "the mid-year site visits, beep c llectlng information

that

‘is relevant to questions of institutional change and

teacher and staff impact.: Since those issues are dealt with-
in the case study volume (Part CT’they will not receive as
thorough a review hexe as the areas of impact en parents and
children. 1In Chapter III, however, measures recommended in
addition, to the case study procedure will be described (see
section on "Measurlng Impact on Parents and Teachers"). Thus,
Chapter II focuses on’ attempts te delineate the critical dimen-
sions of "social competence" in children and on the process
underlyung the review and selection of measures for assessing
1mpact on children, parents, teachers and, staff.

DefiﬁiQQVSocial Competence

' - . -
v

-~

In January 1973 a panel of experts met at the Educational

Testing Serv1ce to attempt to: define the meaning of social
competency in’young children (Andersdn and Messick, 1974). The,
deliberations of the panel culminated in a ' list of 29 compe- .
tencies (see Figure 1l). The nature of this list is important
to the considerations for measuring spc1 11 competence in
Developmental Continuity--the list représents child behav1ors

that

Head

span a broad rangé The ratiopale fo* this is in part

"attributakle to the views of Edward Zlgler, who in 1972 described

Start as hoping:

L 4

-”

...to br;ﬁglapout greater social competence in dlsadvantaged
children.- By svcial competence is meant annlnd1v1dual [
everyday effectiveness -4n deallng with his environment...his
ability to master appropriate formal concepts, to perform -
well.ih school, to stay out of trouble with the law, and to
relate wgll to adults and.other chlldren (quoted by Anderson
and Messick, 1974,. p. 283).

- +

¢

L



Concept of self as bn 1n1t1at1ng and qpntrolllng agent
Hablt of peraonal aintenance and care’,

wor th £y
Differentiation of £ ellngs and apprec1at10n of thelgamanlfestatlons
and implication ’
Sensitivity and under' tanding in sogial réggtlonshlps ﬁm
Pousitive and affectlonate personal relationshlps
Role ‘perception and appreciation
Appropriate regulation of antisogial behav1or
Morality and prosocial tendencies, - : . .
.Curiosity and exploratory behavior ’ )
Comtrol of attention
Perceptual skills ! , :
- ' Fine motor dexterity ' ' ) .
Gross motor skills . KN . ‘o
Perceptual-motor skills . e
Language skills . . ) . L
Categorizing skills B ) o . . '
Memory skills ’
~ Critical thinkt®g skills = . _ - ..
i T Creative thlnklngﬂékiITgf} .ot , v e )
| : « Problem-solving skills ~ - - + : . |
| Flexibility in the application of 1nformatLon*proce551ng strategies
Quantitative and relational concepts, understandings, and §kills
General knowledge ) Lo - . : ‘
* Competence motivation .
uFac111ty,1n the use of resou;ces for learnlng and problem-solving {
SomMe positive attitudes toward learnlng and school experlences -
Enjoyment of humor, play, and fantasy 2 . : (\

s - .
- B ~ S
~ o
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_ In 1973 the Rand Corporation was asked to design a natiofial,
evaluation of Head Start, and this task 1ncluded ,yecommending f_
measures to assess social competence (Ralzen and Bobrow, 1974a).‘
The result was a large set of dependent. variables covering a
narrow range of soc1ally 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 definjtion of social competence must be a function
of the’ spec1fu‘ roles that are rxequired of the child and must
be measured in ‘relation to the contéxt in which those roles are
manifested. By arguifg that Head Start’ is-a "preface" .to theL

ly

. role of pupil and that Head Start-eligible children are proba

less prepared for the role of ﬂﬁpll as defined by the dominant
culture, the Rand report restricted the definition of .social
competence to."effectiveness in the role of pupll“ (Raizen and -
Bobrow, l974a, pp- 17-18),
r

Although the'role of pupil is clearly a concern of the
architects of Developmentaf Continuity, restrLctlng social
competence to“bmpetence in that role would seem to be too
narrow when compared to thé&smore inclusive list 'of competencies
described by Anderson and Me551ck, and when compared to the
Office of Child Development's concern with the child's "eéveryday .
effectiveness in dealihg with his environment and responsibil- .

Aities 1n school and ‘life." Competency within the school may

entail quite ' different skills from competency in the out-of-
school env1ronment,aand it seems that successful accommodation

by the child to. school is not suff1c1ent“to insure the low

ingome child the option of successful participation in his/her
home and out-of~school environment. The Head Start-elementary
school cooperation required for Developmental Contlnulty also
provides for the possibility. that schools might have to

change in order to enhance a chlld%afsoc1al competence. Ihus,
emphaslzlng "effectiveness in the r&le of pupil” might not -

allow for'a change in the definifion of that role.

With these considerations in mind, a definition of social
competence was adqpted 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 by identifying
behaviors which are more universally functional. That is,
behaviors and attitudes have been identified which are appro- o
priate for the child's effkctive functioning both at school and
at home and which are also cornerstones for adult mental health.
Althbdugh there is as yet no develOpmental theory of affective ,
growth comparable to that of cognitive growth in which- to 0

, ancher these' attitudes and behaviors, Yualities have been -

L - v

.
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identified that would be an asset in most social settings
and that would probably enhance cognitive performance. Never-
. theless, it 1s recognized that there are certain cultural

# . » values that could bégpart of a child's hbme 1ife that may come
) ‘in conflict with some of the behaviors valued by Developmental
Continuity. . For example, a child who is taught unquestioning
respect for authority at home may -have some difficulty
_.when encouraged to be more "“self- dlrectgng" by teachers. This
conflict may not be resolved, but shbould be acknowledged.
. The categories of socigi competence have also beem
influenced by the work of Whité and Watts (1973) at Harvard
and the categorigs of behavier used in the observational
instruments developed by Ogilvie and Shaplro (1972) and Martha
Bronson (1975),. The result of reviewing these different
atfempts to define social competence was the identification
of 23 areas classified under five dimensions: ~six broad areas
of soctial-emotional competence, five of psychomotor competence,
‘Tiyc of language, six qf cognitive, and one for health and
. nutrition. These aread are listed in Figure 2.

A » . LY ‘\
A N - 4
~ ‘= /'

Goals for Parents, Teachers and PDC Staff . . ) -

\ -

Ot particular concern in this demonstratlon progecg is the
. effect that Developmental Continuity might have on parents, on
teachers, and on other Head Start and school personnel.
Developmental Continuity expects téachers to become mbre
- involved in a cooperative process of educational planning, .
- ‘and to become more aware -of the needs of children at all levels.
\\\érom'ﬂead Start through grade three. Patents are expected
0 become more rinvolved in the educational system, in terms
- of participation in the educational process and in decision-

, making roles. Teacher and parent attitudes might also be
expected to change. Opinions of PCD program staff and of
several' consultants were' incorporated with 1n§zfmat10n from
previous evaltation studies to develeop a .list of 1mportant
goals for parents and teachers. These are presented in Figure

- 3 and are discussed in the appropflate sections of Chapter I1I.,

~
- 1
. v -
¢ ) M -

Developmental Continuity ‘Goals * '

¢

Although the definition of measures for this evgluation
has benefited from the previous work just described, it is not
likely that the definition of social’ competence developed for
the Developfmental Lontlnulty évaluation, or the way in which
. 1L 1s@cperationalized,” will be generally acceptable beyond the
\; PDC context. This is partly because,'in addition .to conceptual
' «conss tderationd, the particulmr goalg and concerns of Project
bevelopmental Continuity on both the natlonal “and - local levels, -

-
2
v
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' Figufe'z

Areas of Social Competency Defined for'the
- A - Developmental Continuity Evaluation

. ! . v
’ y . .
- A . o’
. - - <. . . .
PP ., - \
-

Social-Emotional Developnent . X 1 - -
. X . .

- - Realistic self-appraisal,. accompanied by feelings of .-
1ndlv1dual worth

Self dlrectlng, feels he/she car influence the outcome

)
A\
.

of events . - 4 . g . . :
' Learning how to learn o« L . =
Social ‘problem- solving ‘ .

Recognition of feelings in Self and others, sensitivity
to and understanding of othérs
P051t1ve schoor attitude

. -
i > ' 2

Psychomotor Debelogment‘ B ’ : ’ - :

. .‘ -
, Fine motOr dexterity { ' .
B Gross-motoer skills , ‘ X s
Perceptual skills ’
Perceptual-motor skills S : St
Muditory skills A

Language Development ) ) ' ’ ’
_ *General language ‘use

Aural comprehension Co.

Descriptive competence ) ’ . g

Functiontal cqmpetence . .

Productive competence ' B

. - . : -
- Cognitiyve Skills . ’ . - ' -
rd . .
Categorlzlng ) . - . o \ '
Memory ’ i - ‘ L

Problem-solv1ng e ' -
Flexibility in the. appllcatlon of 1nformatlon pfoce351ng

strategies. —
Quantitative and relatlonal understandlng skills , ~
A School readlness . ) ) . .
- " -Health and Nutrltlon ’ - . _

Child develops better eating hablts, is- free from dlsease
and- attains a level'of positive health

-

W\

<
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I Figure 3 ‘ L & . ,}
. ) . Areas rof Expected Impact on
Parents, Teachers, Staff and Instltutlons
> " N . "'
ha Y .o e -
Parent Outcomes
, Part1c1pat£s‘1n school and classroom act1v1t1es‘
- Demonstrates understanding of.a ch;ld S developmental
) educatzohal protess
‘. Provides ‘input into school dec151on—mak1ng and problem-
'~ .~ solving activities . s
Increases personal development through participationegs. *
a decision-maker and ‘problem-solver .
Teacher Qutcomes
Provides- 1nstruct1qn matching child's developmental -
ledarning level . p .
Creates classroom env1ronmént conducive to development
of social competency .
- - + Acquires knowledge of resources available to meet needs‘
: of PDC child and families . '
Prov1des activities for b111ngual/b1cultural chlldren .
Staff-as-a-Group Outqomes | ‘ -
Staff members interact with members of differing grade
levels \é =
. Staff members'pl;n and d velop jointly edhcational and -
program goals for children, paréents and themselveg

|

Staff members commonk§ gain competencies in groyp
problem- solV1ng and deClslon -making technlques

Institutlonal Change Outcomes
o .

’

Con51stent staff and parent 1nteract10n <
United effort by teachers, staff and parents ‘in determlning
» - educational goals consistent across grade levelsg )
. Integration of Head Start and Elementary school .

philosophies and services"




- ! L

’ havegbeen §onsadered in developing the measurement strate

' To obtain mofe detailed information on program goals thani& )
available in the program Guidelines, a "PDC Program Goals e
Questionnaire”'was developed. . The questionnaire contained | A
Statementggdescribing the 35 child social competenc1es tisted . . .
in Figuré 7, 18 teacher or PDC staff goals, and 10 goals for \

~ Parents, ®wo types of responses were elicited. First, staff ’
were asked to rate each of the individual goals on fhe follow-
.ing ca éxgll emphasize,” "important but not possible,” - -

'

or’"w1ll not emphaslae—-not important." Second, they were',
asked to IlS the five "most important" goals-for children and
. the five, "most important” for teachers and parents. The -

questlonnalre was explalned 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-

¢ Daire '1n a way that would represent the. Oplnlons of the local
‘program. In addition, national OCD staff weres asked to .
complete the gquestionnaire in terms of the natigndl BDC
perspectivk on goals and priorities. ' .

Eleven sites completed and returned, the" questlannarre“
the national office—+did not.- Thus,:  tHe prlorlt;es discussed
here represent local program goals, although national OCD input

--was obtained initially-and influertced the statements that were
included 1n the questionnaire. The purpose of the analysis of
responses to the goals questionnaireé is twofold: first,“where
there is considerable agreement; among programs, this provides )

+ ¥ sevidence” that those goals should be assessed in the basic - -~
* - . measuremenfy battery; second, where-tlere ig disagreement, this b
suggests that site-spegific measures shouid be introduced so

that the evaluation® .can be relevant to lo¢al concerns. The’
first analysis of nesponses was “in terms of.the goals rated as
‘most important, Flgure 4 lists-&he goals"selected as most
_important for children according to the ﬁreguency with which

. s1ites selected “them. N R

4

The sites that responded ranKed five of<iﬁe six sgclal-
emotional aspects 'pf social“ -competence amopg the top eight
' goals that their program intended to emphasize. None of the
five:psychomotor gQals was -included among ‘the td®p eight. Of
‘the five language -goals, only general language use was empha-
sized, and it ranketi first overall with 8 of the 1l sites.
listing.it among their five most important goals. ~Qf tHe six . -
cognitive goals, problem- solying skills was consideréd -to_be . A
the mast important and it was franked second overall among the -
 child goals {listed by 6 sites). Three of the other coentftive -,
. goals were not considered "most important" by any site, and
*  the other two were./important in only one or twod sites. Health )
and nutrition and self-directing were tied for'third in the - A
- rankings. - These were followed By the social-emotional goalsg , :
of ‘learning how to learn, realisti¢ gelf-apprdisal, recognition
of feelings’, and social .preblem-solving.

S Bo2r L .
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Figure 4 o )

~

"Most Important" Goals for Children ;1 Rated by 11 PDC Programs!

’
«_» - T P - N - 2
- R H PR ¥ ~ g

- 8 -

.Child Goals Listcd as "Most Important"'by Five or More Sites:
. ] hd

- . w o

e General language use . ’ ' Ca
e Pfoblem—solving skills

° Sobf-directing; feels he/she can influence the outcome
of events ' -

e Hecalth and nutrition . v

¢ - —

B

- .- v - \ .
Child Goals Listed as "Most ¥mportant" by Two to Four, Sites:.

+

® Learning how td learn

. S
® Realistic self-appraisal, accompanied by feelings of
individual worth .- _.

® Recognition of feelings in self and otherén sensitivity

to and understanding of others o .
° Séc;al problem-solving . - Y ..
® Positive school attitude .. . . '
“e Gross motor ski‘lls ’ ‘ \ ' .

® Perceptual motor skills

re . 4

\

. 4 -, 4.."‘» R A
' . \
IListed in order of the number of sites selectid§ the goal, with
“the goal selected by the greatest number listed first.
. EL N .
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o R Of the 28 teacher, staff and parent.goals, the staff goal®
ranked mgst important by the greatest number of sites (6 ‘out - '
~of 11 sitesg) was .the 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 program.,was
listed @s the most_important goal to, parents by -6 sibtes and
;é;\;;;pareng.input‘igto ecisions; regarding the program fox—their .
L ‘'child was listed by 5 sites. ’ v
Anothey perspective ®n program goal priorities was obtajned
from the gart of the questiomnnaige thi#t asked program staff to -
ratc eacheindividual goal on the ®hree-point scale 'described
above. A number of programs saw various social-emotional goals .
as impossible (even though they might be important goals),

— —_— - /

particglarly the goal of children becoming more self-directgrg. "
‘Anothé!‘area frequently seen as impossible‘'was the cognitiv L
area where 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 to' find two programs .
- citing health and nutrition, geals as not -possible to achieve. , B
On the other ;hand, all, sites saw the psychomotor goals as possible
to achieves, whereas it might be expected that educational programs
would have ljittle 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 goals for '
parents were almost unanimously seen as gossfble”accomplishments.
. Another outcome of.the goals guestionnaire "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-
“respontiing to the questionnai;e said that non® of the goals was .
"not ‘emphasized.” TRe sites that did consider some of the goals
gowbe unimpqrtant were most likely tq feel that way about the
social-emotibnal, language and cognitive areas. The least im-
po:@hnt social-emotional goals, judging from these regponses, )
! * seemed to be competence motivation, learmning. how to- l€arn, and ~
recognition, of feelings in self and others.. The responses to :
the language area were largely non-bilingual programs responding *
th¥t goals regarding-bilingudlism.were not important. - In the cog-
nive area, three sites considered four or more of ,the .cognitive ‘ -
goals to be unimportant; these ended to be the areas aof categorizing, *
memory, problem-solving, and flexibility in thé application of o :

v

-
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y : Figure 5 .
"Most Important" Goals. for Staff and Parents as ’ ;

Rated by 11 PDC ‘Programs!

0

-

' ¢

Staff and Parent Goals L1sted as_"MoSt Important" by Five or
More Sites: -
—T:———f* ]
e Staff is better able to provide differing experiences for
chlldreh, matched to the children's needs; staff utlllzes
/ resources appropriate for 1nd1v1dual thilkdren. .
/ kX ‘ , '
e Parents have more input into decisions about the totai
school program for all children .
4
) . ® Parents have more input into decisions about the school
, program/fbr their child = ° .

-~

s -

-

Staff and Parent GCoals Listed as "Most Important"” bX#Two to ,
Four Sites: P . : .
e Staff hgs greater awareness of child development in terms
of emotional needs and social competencies from agg 4 to-
8 years *

o Parents feel more comfortable in interacting with school
staff
® Parents partfgipate in more school-related &ctivities  °*
@ Staff: is more aware of_total PDC program for children aged
4 to § years, rather than just the area of their own res-
v pon51b111t1es . CoN : B
i : - . e
e Staff is aware pf and uses‘'methods of positive social re-
1nforcement for children :
e Staff members plan jointly for 1nd1v1dual children and_for
groups of children, developlng commonly held and understood
\values . ~ \ N o

" @ Parents part1c1pate in more school related act1v1t1es

e Staff interacts more with parents of children in the class-
' room, at mcetings, in home visits : . ‘

~

goal selected by the greatest number llsted first.

X ] g 16 | 24

lListed in ordey of the number of siteés selecting the goal, w1th the

‘
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Literature Review : K _

The problem of sélecting the most appropriate instruments for

measuring the aspects ©f social competence designated most important
-was addre$sed within the general constraints of evaluation research
discussed in Chapter I. - Measurement considerations that are
specific to the methodologlcal or conceptual issues in a partlcular

area. will be discussed. withineach category of soc1al tompetence
in Chapter III. adll . "~’P .

. : F ]
Once the 1mportant aspects of social competence were -delineated,

a. thorough literature :search was initiated, to find appropriate
measures. This 1ncluded the following sources:

4

® Resedrch reports on Planned Variation Head Start (e.g.,
Smith, 1973) ) '

o ‘Reports of the Home Start evaluativon study (e.g., Deloria,
et al., 1974) ;' ] . .

® Evaluatrons of the nationad Follow Through project (e.g.
Sorenson and Madow, 1971; Emeritk, Sorensorn and Stearns,
1972; Cllne, 1974) ) ‘s *

)

e The Rand CorpOratlon report on soc1al;competence (Raizen

and Bobrow, l974a) g ,

~e .Instrument reV1ews (e g., Butler, et al., 1971; Walker,

1973; Johnson and Bommarito, 1971; Robinson and Shaver,
1 74;-Buro§' 1965, 1972; Hoepfher, Stern and Nummedal, -
- 1971), ‘ B

~ETS Head Start longitudinal study (e.g., Anderson, et al.,
1968)* :

i

Numerous other artlcleSp reports and papers were reviewed;

many of thése are referred to in the-discussions of ‘specific
measurement areas in Chapter II% and are 1noiuded in the: rpfer-

ences.
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7 ° 'RECOMMENDATIONS_ FOR IMPACT MEASUREMENT . ',
* . ’ ) ~ ’ * _ \ %

This chapter presents the background, rationale'and recommen-
-dations for the measures to be used ip assessing the, .impact of.

" Project Developmental*Continuity."The discussion is organized by
the broad program goal ‘areas: social-emotional development; psycho-
motor, health and nutrition; cognitive and ldnguage development;
Aimpact on teachers and parents; \and bili ’ual/bicultuxal impact
goals. For each of these areas’the imporfant constructs are de-
scribed, the potentiat measures are discuéﬁpgﬁ“and the reasons for
sélegting and rejecting measures are reviewed. : ¢

A description of each recommended measure, with information on

-its-reliability, validity, practicallty, etc., is included in the

appendix. . : » '

. ‘ ., . .

- « = £
~

"I’h




'] o .
. ‘, (3
. § ' B -
r 2 » . [
- » ‘ : s
< = A s ] v~
;o .-
<1 L
- . . ' ) M
. ‘" " - Measures of SocialgFEmotional Development

.
B . - A : 4
N '
- . . . t

t .
’ »
¢ s

Defining Areas of Social-Emotional Competence

»
- A
’

) ’ Asfindicated in Ghapter II, Ene“éomprehensiv paper by Anderson
and Messick proviled the foundation for identiffng the-most impor-
tant aspects of child social-emotional competence. Also influential
were the Rand report-and the findings of Burton White, Bernice )
Shapiro, and Martha Bronson at Harvard. After.reviewing these o
sources, six broad categories 0f social-emotiondl competence of **
preschoolers were ‘derived: . . -

~

—

4 »

.® Feelindgs of individual worth ac¢ompanied by realistic self-

) 4 . appraisal; o, .

‘ Self-directing, feeling he/she 'can influence the outcgme of
events: o LT

Leafhiing how to learn, competence mptiyatioﬂ; . .

Recognition of f§gelings in self and others:; \ .

Social problem-solving, inclading self-assertion; -

Positive school.attitude. - -

=

- ¢

s A A diSdomssion of eagh of these areas, and péssible measures -
. for them, follows.. Table 1 provides & summary of how each measure:
~ was judged according to the selection criteria:,

# | Feelings of individual worth dccompanied by' realistic self-
\h‘ appralsal.” This area, commbnly summarized by the"term “"self-con- -
L 4

cept,” includes the avoidahce of extremely negative self-depre¢ia-
tidn even if the child is -at' a rather low level of Rroficiency, as
well as an awareness and appteciation of his/her'own‘culturay ba¢k-_
ground,.* The'importqnce of .positive self-concept and.realistic
self-appraisal has long been recognized-by child develdpment spe-"
cijlists, Head Start staff® &nd OCD. However, the difficulty of ob~" -
. “taining a valid indicator &f self-concept, especia%l{‘forfyoung o

' .children, haf become increaggngly apparent. . .
0 . B . ’ - ot N ,.4 b, e’ X
. The " und«qt‘al difficuilty with the cpnstruct of. self~-concept \

is the ltiplicity df:gefinitiohs: Many eritics (Coller, 1971;

. Crowne and Stephens, 1961) have conclude that what are called .
w  self-goncépt measures actyally assess manyjdi’ff#gt constructs,

. No agreed upon operational definition of self-cdeept exists,., .«

largely because’ there is no adequate theory withifi .which it can -

be based. As-a result there. are a great variety of- instruments, ' -
and techniques for narrowly defined aspects of self-concept, sd:_

-

- that' "1t is likely to be-defined as 'that which a self-concept ...

3 . test measures'" (Walker, 1973). ,This, of -course, madges the f, A
. " selection of any gne instrument- as a measure.of prdgram effective--
- ness’ especially problematic. o « o . » P
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fore its approprlateness fer PDC is doubtful

%

°

Several measures elther recommended or used hn large-5cale
-evaluations were exalv.ned .and found wantlng (see Table 1)*%

) Chlldren s Self-Social Constructs Test: Preschool Form,
Self-Esteem Subtest .(Long- and Henderson,. 1970);
e Tennessee’ Self-Concept Scale ' (Fitts,. 19%64); -
® Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale (Piers and Harris, 1969);
® Brown IDS.'Self-Concept Reférence Test LBrown, 1966),
. ® Faces Scale (in Walker, 1973).

=

The f1rst was recommended for use.in the national battery by Rand

'in their final report; it was re]ected for use in PDC on the basis

of questionable validity. The child is asked to choose a circle
from'a column of five .cirgles; it is unclear that ch0051ng a circde
closer to thep top represents "higher" sélf-esteem for a child. “The
second two were ‘recommended by Rand -in their preliminar report
and- dropped in their final report, presumably because tﬁey are de-
signed +for an older population and would require too much develop—
ment forspreschoolers. ’
. )

The Brown Self-Concept® Test has been widely used (Boger and’
Knight, 1969; Walker, Bane, and Bryk, 1973; Emrick, et .al, 1972;
Shipman and Gilbert, 1972). Beoger‘and Knlght questioned the.extent

‘to which their data'were confounded by the effects of social desir-

ab111ty, and Walker, et al., sta&ted that "three largevscale studies
found that the scorxes were negatively skewed and showed a ceiling
effect, in atlng that young children have a strong tendency to
select posi¥ive, '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 angd double negatlves)

and that-it was culturally biased (Walker, et al., 1973). There-

4

The Faces Scale is des1gn to measure self-concept with
regard to school and was used in O p*lot Follow Through studies.
(Emerlck et al,, 1972). . Correlatlo s with the Brown and other
sdoial~- emotlonal measures .were, A low, bu re importdntly, .
reliaBility 1nd1cators were low. - -

4

v * : N . . v,
The inadzg%acies of these available measures and a reluctanc’l‘i .

to erlgage in ensive pilot-work on a construct which is so
difficult to define made the choice of”’ structured observatio on
spécifiable behaviprs appear to be the mast valid measure o
gelf-concept.: Thus, it was decided to- -design an observation

" procedure for this evaluation. The 1n1t;al steps in develdping '/

the PDC Clagsroom Observation System are described below.

14 .4 - ' LR Y
, -

>  Self- directi!g, feeling he/she can influence the 'outcome of

. events '{locus-of control).. This involves the child's setting
-his/her own goals, taking, some responsifility for. skill acquisition

and self—care, expecting that has/her behavior could change the
probabillty that - rernfo‘.ement wolld occur (that is, ‘feeling res-
pon51ble for the positive or negatlve responses of others), and

i
4 ®
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feéling he/she chn/@irect his/her own behavior,, avoidingja feeling -
of powerlessness. Locus of control has become increasingly popular
with researchers, in part because of its wide applicability tosa O
variety of phehomena and its social relevance (Robinson and Shaver,
1974). The relationship of internal locts 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'becomé self-directing seems
intrinsically worthwhile to many people and was ranked highly
among individual site's responses .to the PDC Goals Questionnaire.

e

‘A number of measures were considered’ for use or for modifica-
tion: L N
¢, Intellectual Achievement Responsibility Questionnaire
(Crandall, Katovsky and Crandall, 1965; modified by
. Ringelheim, Bialer and Morissey, 1970)
® ETS Locus of Control Scale (Hess, Shipman, Brophy
. and Bear, 1969) :
® Nowieki-Strickland Locus of Control Scale (Nowicki and -
L Strickland, 1973) S ‘ -
® Stephens-Delys Reinforcement,Contingency Interview
(Stephens and Delys, 1973a) T V
- The, IARQ is. a well-known scale designed to tap children’s beliefs
in tHeir control over and responsibili'ty for intellectual academic )
success and failures; it is suitable for grades 3 through 12. The .
< . modified IARQ of Ringelheim, ‘et al. is a shortened version of the
IARQ developed specifically for use with the ment&lly retarded by
. using simplgr'langggze. Both measures employ a.forced-choigé

L4 1

format which has bden a scurce of dissatisfaction for some re-
-searchers (Robinson and Shaver, 1974) because of the difficulty

" children have- in responding to.it.. Crandall pointed out that:
children below grade 3 could not keep the item ‘and th& two alter-
natives in mind long enough to make a meaningful response {Crandall,
et al., 1965). The ETS Locdus of Control Scale, although employing
cartoon-style drawings to aid the younger child (it is aimed at
-1/2 to 7-1/2 year olds), suffers frq§ the same, forced-choice -
format, and thereforeé was deemed unsuitahle for PDC.

The Nowicki-Strickland.Locus of Control Scale is a paper-

pencil "yes-no" type test designed_fori:grades 3 through 12. Al- -
ﬁthough it was judged by Robinson and Shaver (1974) to be the "best
measure of locus of control as generalized expectancy presently

* available for usé with childfn," it was found to be more. difficult

fquthg lower grades and therefore inappropriate for preschool 2
children.: . . _ - i - - -
. ¥ The Stephens-Delys Reinforcemént~Cbntingéncy Intérview was < |

selécted'chause it was developed specifically for preschool ) '
children to tap a child's expectancy that his/her éwn: behavior

P 4 f -
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.would change the probability that reinforcement might occur; that -
“ is, if he/she changes his/her behavior, will his/her teachers',
parents'$ or friends' b&havior ¢hange as a result. It uses a
" free-response structured interview format allowing the child to
use, his/her own language. Forty items have been used, but ‘a
shortened form of 20 items was selected for PDC: purposes.. . 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 relativedy adequate psycho-
metric characteristics, the conclusion of Robinson and Shaver -
*(1974) that this is the "most viable" measure of locus of control
seems warranted and 1ts.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 learnihg how to follow directions, how to attend

. . A .

to relevant areas for an appropriate length of time and beceming
saware of what he/she doesn't khow, as well as developing'skil}s in
using objects and people to obtain the answer. The child should be
able to - questions of staff, of parents, and of -other children,
and remail involved in a particular activity until some copclusion .
.1s reached. Competence motivation, or the desire for mastery of
academic skills in®the absence of external pressure or rewards.and
the desire for competence in nongacademic situations, falls within
this category also. '

This obviously is a broadly conceived category which owes &
great deal to Bronson's nonsocial "executive skill" concept, :de-
fined as !skill 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 assesspment
applicable to gelf-concept. The lack of relevant theory against
which to judge the construct and the dearth of apprdpriate instru-
ments to assess learning how to .learn in preschool children supports °.-
again the conclusion’ that systematic observation techniques are the
most meapingful measyres 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 Jbservation instru-

]

ment which is being developed. y -

r -
“~

/
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*the testing situation. Thus, several measures of test-taking

4,
’ .
- .
. .

Learning how to leaxp strategies might also 'be” evidenced in

[

behavior have been examined. These measures have the added .
advantage of providing information on the child'%s behavior that
can be used in interpretation of the test results. The Circug
Behavior lnventory, the Stanford-Binet Face Sheet, and the -
High/Scope Pupil Qbservation 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 prev1ously in a national evaluation an so

-

-1t was chosen. The POCL 1s a rating scale of nine 7-point N

-~

bipolar adjectlves .developed 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-
uatgon. A modification of the instrument incorporating dimensions
found in the Stanford- Blnet Face Sheet w1ll be developed.

%

A rating scale to be used by teachers, called the Child .
Rating Scale, "incorpgrating categoriék of behavior parallel te -
the obserwvation instrument, w1Ii be developed €or use in conjunc- |
tion with classroom observati an e tester's POCL ratings. '
Teachers are-often considered 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

gsf?uments would. not invalidate the observatgions or tester
tings, but agreement between the measures would tend t6 confirm N
thedr valldlty, - , . -

ocialgproblem -solving, including self-assertion. This fourth
cat y of social-emotional competence involves the child's desire
and attempt to solve social problems, the learnlng of pro-social as

‘opposed to anti-social roles, and the developing, of a range of pro-

social (that is, neither violent nor submissive) alternative solu-
tions to real-life interpersonal problems. This includes the
child's learnlng to .get hls/her way appropriately in a grOup with-
out being a billy, deyeloping the ability t& 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. -

e

- This categoty has perhaps the clearest relation to' what is
commohly, 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 comp}aance, but rather the- effectlve use of

C o N ’
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coping strategies. Charles Billings!, has stressed the importance
of this cateogry, emphasizing "that'the child's learning _to con¢rol
his or her environment arnd to influence others was an essential
component of social competence and a necessary pregursor to the
use of social and political power, which is mandatory for an -
individual's or group's effective functioning in a democracy.

. S

It was decided that the .assessment of a child's soctial

- problem-solving skil}s_would be done partly by observations,

partly by the Child Rating Scale, and partly by the Preschool
Interpersonal Problem- Solv1ng Test (PIPS) developed by Spivak
and Shure (1974). This test 1is 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 obtaln a
toy from another phlld and the second involving ways to avert
the mother's anger which might result from damage to property. .
Since the two parts of the. .PIPS test are highly intercorrelated"

.and together takes 20 to 25 minutes . to complete, only the first

i

y

a

half of the tesgt will be admlnlsteredq, This 1nstrument has High -
face validity and, according to the Rand report, "is em1nently
suited for assessIhg the extent to which Head Start increases
prosocial behavioral alternatives" (Raizen and Bobrow, 1974). .
Recognition of feelings inm self and others, and sensitivity to
and understanding of others. The fifsh category of soclal-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 relévant to the PDC goal of malnstreamlng the handicapped.)
As with self- concept and learnlng how to learn the problems
of lack of agreed-upon theory and -definition of }tEébgnltlon of
' feeling" hindered the process of Selecting appropriate instruments
for preschool children. "Empathy"” may be a related. concept,. but
i1t was. excluded from the Harvard Preschool Project's construct of
social competence because ‘it did not differentiate- between chlldren
rated competent and noncompetent. However, recognizing one's
feelings and those of others should be distinguished from empdthy,
which is usually definag.as "taking the point of view of the.
other," and.which may be confounded with egocentrism in pre- Ut
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 impragtical for a national evaluatlon.

- 1ppc evaluation Adﬁisory Panel meeting, April 1975.

-
4 .
- - " ‘
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‘ « Becausg of the dlfflcultles 1n- assessing ‘this construct in o
o preschool chiddren, it was decided -tq assess 1t by classroom- _ _
observatlogﬁﬁbﬁd tcacher ratlngs.

Posy(’@e sehool attltude.’ The final category of ‘social-
emotional competeﬁ?selncludes, according to Anderson and Messick -
, the child having a posL{&ve attitude toward some things in school
4 ‘ and not having a gener zed negatlve attitude toward most school
) experiences, The "soctally competent" child feels comfortable
in school, not threateﬁed or anxious,’” and likes to come to school.
He/she taikéxfreely,to!all children and staff_in school, not just
his/her own teacher and children of his/her own age level. ’

3

The discussion of attitudinal constructs in/the Rand report
clearly sets forth the hazardous nature of attitude assessment -
because of the tenubus relationship-bétween attitudes and behavior.:
Furthermore, as Walkér warns, there is a "dearth of instruments
suitable for young children® (Walker, 1973). Consequently it-is
expected that archivhl data, such as number and kind of apsermses,
number of visits to ‘the school nurse, tardinesses, and disciplin-
ary incidents, mlght form the basis of attitude assessment. Even
if the relationship/ between these behavior indicators and atti-

' tudes. toward school/ .is not completely straightforward, these S

behaviors are of m¢re, consequence to the school and to the chrld .

. than- are the attlbUdes. - ‘

- . I

- _ Because it 15 impartant to attempt to assess p051t1ve school
. . attitude, anothey technique is being recommended for pilot testing.

. A brief self-repbrt 1nstrument, which is a segment of the ngh/Scope
Child.Interview/used this year in a Follow Through evaluation, is
available. 1In jan interview format the child is shown a Shéet of
paper with flV fdces on it depicting the range from happiness to
sadness. The phlld is asked to point to the fale that shows how .
he/she will feel about school next year, how his/her {eacher feels

. about the'child, -and hHow the child feels, about the teacher or .
~ teachers. Bogatz and Ball (1971) recommend caution in assuming -

that disadvapitaged preschool children can recognize common emotions,:

but, K this megsure includes W0 p tice items to ensure that the

. ~ child undergtands the meaning of 'happy" and "sad". .
Alternatives to Testing : " L
v ! Theféeview of instrumenﬁs.available,for meaguring. social and,

emotional development has been singularly unrewdrding but not

sur rlslng in view of the lack of social and affectlve developmental
ry. 'Moreover, as Bronson (1975) has commented, "it can be
argued that the current theoretlcal 'state of the art' in social
otional development is so primitive.that observation may

e best chance to develop a reasonable thqoretlcal approach.'
{1973) concluded, "The most reliable and valid.measures
-emotional variables) available at the present time are

-
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the observational, non-verbal ‘techniques." Therefore,'it was o
decided to place considerable weight on classroom observation
for assessing several aspects of social/ emotienal competence, and -
to complement the observations with teacher and tester ratlngs.
7

Developmehtal Contlnulgxrobservatlon sxstem. Although many . .
researchers have pointed out the drawbacks of naturalistic obser-
vations (e.g., Bronson, 1975; Herbert, 1970; Wright, 1960), the _
advantages to be gained in terms of specificity of naturally
0ccurr1ng behav1ors, ‘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 will be tried out in Year II (197%-~76) and refined for -

-use in 1976-77. At _that time 4 manual detailing the behavior

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 1ncompetent" children in the preschool and eé}ly elementary,
years in the Harvard Preschool Projegt were examined (White,
et al., 1969; White and Watts, 1973; Ogilvie and Shapiro, 1973;

-

-Bronson, 1973, 1975; Ross and 21m11es, 1974). Ogilvie and

Shapiro's {1973) Social Behavior Checklist and Bronson's (1975)
Social and Non-Social Executive Skill profile contain many child-
adult and child-child interaction categories which appear to-
assess those areas of social-emotional devélopment important to
PDC. - L pt .
"Another consideration was the identification'of frequently . %=
occurring behaviors. High/Scope Foundation staff who have been
.involved in obsgerving and working with preschool- and early .
elementary-aged children '‘provided feedback about relevant behaviors .
which PDC, observers could expect to encounter frequently. Because
observers will only be in the classroom for a limited amoynt of
time, it was agregg that it would be impraetical to train them to -
reliably observe behaviors which might seldom occur during their

observation periods. K .

Additional considerations were the experience and skills of
the individualé being trained to use the obsérvatfon system. It

[y 4#

. was_ expected that the observers would be paraprofessionals

accustomed to working with children but unfamiliar with the

techniques of systematic observation. -Therefore objective,
operatLonally defined categories were chosen rather than 'cate-

gories_ which depenfed upon observers' 1nferences. Further, with

only one-week available in which to traln obsérvers, it was

decided that bwoader, conceptually based categories would be .

more appropriate and yeild greater interrater reliabilities than - -
narrowly defined. categorles wh1ch required fine dlscrlmlnatlons.

' : L 4
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Based .on the above 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 inexperiqnced observers can be taught to use reliably
within a short periéd 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 Rating ‘Scale) 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 and, Social Compétencefﬁating Scale.

-Although the problem of teacher bias in the ratings s ‘again

-unavoidable, to the extent that teacher-observer agreement exists
- on categories rated by both, some credibility could be attached

Y

. ‘ Recogniti®n of §;elings in self and others
r

to those categories rated only by the teachers. .
- z X ‘ N ' '

Summary of ﬁecommendeq Measures for ‘the Basic Battery

# The measures recommended for assessing impact in the social-
emotional areas are summarized here according to their methodology.
The measures are listed - with a brief summary. statement of -the con-

struct being measured. ~ . : v

——

Chi1ild Tests or Interviews

. "~ ® Child Interview ’ . - ) \'
" Attitude toward school '
® Preschool Interpersonal Preblem-Solving Test -
Social problem-sq@lving: T
Recognition of feelings ) ‘ . J
e Stephens“Delys Reinforcgment Contingency Interview
Self-directing; locus of control

.

L 4

Teacher or Tester Ratings

® Pupil Observation Checklist

Sociability and task orijentation
e Child Rating Scale | . -

Categories parallel to the observation system
> . .

i

-

e

Direct Observation

~ . . .

e PDC C;assroom'Obgérvation‘System
Feelings of .individual worth . - -

.Learning how to learn :

. (see Figure 6 fdr detailed list of categories)
. : v - .

.. - 30 3&’ X . .
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Recommended Categories for the PDC Classroom - ’ .
. Pbservation System ) oo -
; ' i
Non-Involvement . .
Involvement . ' . - » )
a. Social : ;o e !
b. Non-social L . ) Y
c. Combined social and non-#%cial : ’
. . - : o ' . !
d.” Active L ] - . —_—
e. Passive ‘ ) \
f. Self-initiated or structured ’ v AN
g. Other-initiated or gtructured ., : ,
h, Mutually initiated or structured i
i. Gross motor ’ .
j. Fine motor y,
k., Non-motér B - . -
1. Vérba‘]. . . - . ) ) ! . - =~
m.- Non-verbal o Tt ' ‘ o
" — ‘ P &' . ’.
Interacts with Peers (Aé%ive)——Pos;pive or’ Neutral - . //f/ '
a. Cooperative . . . T " -
b. Controlling N . . .
. { ,‘.\ . I/ J
Interacts with Peers (Actlve)——Negatlve ' s .
’ . . . .
: Tmltates Peers (PaSSlve) . . S
Uses Peer as- Resource . ' - - e 3
) LI . Py e
Interacts with Adults——P051t1ve or Nejsral . -
a. Cooperative . .\ Lo ) l
b. Controlling g : " ) . . P
Interacts with Adulte——Negative' . L :
Imitptes Adults o . S
’ . . + . - . » ' - i “
Uses Adult as Resource - | ! .. o ..
- ‘ . . * ‘,/
Role Play . i . T
- 8. Solitary o B ' A
b. COOperative o L e .
. ) ‘ ) L X
Pride in Self’ : $! . o :
a. Physical attributes of posse351ons ' ’ \J[ T o
b. Accompllshments or products N ‘ '

. \ | - . .
' ' o 4

N Y
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Measures of Ps&chomoto?‘Development, Health andgNutritian

o i - ‘ ) ‘ D ‘ ‘ H
. ] - . [ T - . e -
. " Defining Areas'of Psychomotor Competence ot .-

. . ~ There is'considerab}gagasaqreement concernlng the relation "\ %
. -' of ‘psychomotor skills to soc1al rompetence. Burton White (1973),
for example,’ has fOund only "quite modedt" differences in motpr
» and sensory capac1t1es between chlldren with high overall com~
+ petence .and chlLdgen with -1dw overall competence,  Since the
. devolopm&nt'of psychomotor skills appears to be mord 1nfluende§
3byimaturatlon than are" other domagts of sodlal competence, it
may not be sianificantly affected by PDC experlence, and the :
likelihood of finding program effecfs has been questloned by .
. some authorltlas. . -

’
¢ ~

0

M . » . Others belleve that the five areas.of psychomotor skills
’outllned below (see also Flgure 2) are 1mportant components of
sogial competence. One reason for their importance may be that

. a child lacking in some bf these abilities could be ‘dif erent1ally
percelved by .teachers’.and peers and be at a relative dlsadvantage

. in masterlng classroom-related skills; this, in turn,” may affect

-, later school per?brmance.- . o - .
< : : : P4 ' ‘
’ | The five areas of psychomotor skills 1dent1f1ed by. Anderson‘ .

. and Messick as part of social competencg are fine motor, dexterlty, -

Yy ggoss motor ‘skills, visual and- audltory perception skillge and

-’ v - perceptual motor sk¥lls.  Fine motor dexterity involve !Le =

. .ability to'manipulatg all objects. Gross. motor skills 1nvolve

large muscle use fpr a®®ivities 'such. as Jumplng and balancing.,
¢ Visual perceptio 1nvol€ s-discrimingting between similar forms,

and audltory percep ‘nvolves discrimjnating between similar
L * sounds{ botH*skills areg, thought to be important im developing .
! ;f;f competency in language and reading. 'Rprceptual motor skills s . ’

,;1nvolve coordlna ing v1sual audlﬂory, and motor behaVlOB -in such#
‘activities as’ copying qeometrlc forms and 1mitat1ng gestures. ) '

e - Psychomotpr instruments were examined within each of the five ‘'-
.sulgcategories and ]udged,for thelr approprlateness (see Table 2), )
AR .- Thé mosé widely, used and suitable measures fwith selected references) ,
~ are as follows' . .l - ,.- . T
: o ' t‘; <, . . — ) * ¢ )
‘ - . "e Purdue Percepthal Motor SUruey (Jamison, 1972) ) =
/. e Denver Deve10pm ntal Screéning Test (DDST) . ’ .
e . .e DevelopmentakTasks -of Vlsual Motor Inteqratlon (YMI)

N ~(Chisgom, 1972} : .
L Gésell‘gross motor tasks (Werner 1965) .
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Practical Considerations
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Copy What You. See from 'CIRCUS 7
Auditory Discrimination Test 0D1Carlo, 1965)

McCarthy Scales of Chlldren s Abilities
WPPSI and WISC ‘lock esign ask &
s - 4 : .

. Input’was sought £rom’ each of’the individual PDC sites con-
cerning the importance their program was attaching to psychomotor
goals. None of the psychomotor goals was ranked among the*most.

important &hild goalss 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 0>
neutral ‘local site eyaluation of ‘psychomotor goals, and the narrow
scope of each psychomotor instrument, all were rejected jn favor of.
subtests of the McCarthy Scales of-Children's Agllltles .anid the
Block Design Task of the WPPSI and WISC. .

N «

The MSCA is a relatlvely new test (McCarthy,, 1972)', with

subtests for assessing perceptualﬁperformance ahd motor development.

A number of factors recommended the use of tﬁedﬁSCA' the age range
(from 2-1/2 so 8-1/2 years), making it feasible for .use in -a
lonqltudlnal eValuatlon- its psychometrlc development, which |,
_appeared adequate, its’ standardlzatlon, which wds" carried out on
1,032 children proportionately représentative of -the total popula-.
tion in-terms of sex, race, deographic location, and SES levels;
the apparent ease w1th which a paraprofessLOnah can adminiseer.it;
and its integration of psychomotor and cogﬁqtlve language tasks.
(Discussions of the cognltLye and languagebsubtests apbear in
the next section.) . J*

.
- - . . b e
) e

Perceptual performance. Sthests‘Trom the Perceptual :
Performance Scale and from the Motor Scale'were selected on* the
basis of approprlateness for pPDC goal§a'sThe Perceptual Performance
Scale, "consisting of 'gamelike' tasks which do not require the
child to speak, assesses his reasdning abllity through the manipula-
tion of materlals"u(McCarthy, 1972). _Both ‘socia’l and non- social
competence scores on Bronson's Executive Skill Profile .showed

‘ significant correlations with this scaleo ofy the MSCA. The subtests

(numbered in order of gresentatlon in tHe MSCaAd recommended for

the basic battery are: , . .
. - *
N i v . -
/ " - )
’

? Vo o /\&

( - v I - PR N ._/7\

9 . z ¢ ‘4
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Children's Audjtory" Discrimination Inventory v
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. "Subtest 9 - Description:

\ 1. Block Building ~ Child copies block structures
+ built by the examiner.

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

- 18." Conceptual Grouping Chifd classifies blocks on the
' basis of size, ¢olor, and shape.

1

. (Y
“

Three subtests were eliminated from consideration at the outset:
Right-Left Orientation, becayse it was not recommended for children
under ﬁiye; Puzzle-Solving, hecause 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 -appeared
- to tap memory more than psychomotor skills. Draw-A-Design {Subtest
12) was deleted after the complete battery was reviewed and it
.Was necessary to reduce testing time; Draw-A-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 . -
‘6f small blocks and may be considered appropriate for the perceptual .
motor area. ’ ' .

'
.

Motor”pérﬁprmanqe: " The notor’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: ° -

o Subtest : Co 'Qe§5rip£Ion i
- L J . o . .
g ‘9., Leg Coordination ° Chil erforms motor tasks which ©
g ’ involve the lower extremitieés,
Py . a Lo such as walking backwards or standing
. . . on one foot. ‘ .
) 10. Arm Coordination® Child*Bounces a rubber ball (Part 1),

, catches a beanbag (Part IIY,:and«
’ . -throws a beanbag through a hole in
a target (Part-III).

- L 3
13. Draw-A-Child " Child draws a picture of a child of
' ‘ ) , . . the same sex.
. . : - ,
¢ ~ ? . . -
| BT '

I PN 2

. X ,
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THe first two subtests measure gross motor ability; the last
measures fine motor coordination of the hand and fingers. It

is recognized that the drawing 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, objective,
non-inferential scoring system will be used rather than an
in-depth interpretative analy¥is.

Visual and auditory perception.'.No auditory discrimination

..

"or visual perception measure is rec¢ommended for the basic’ battery

Since visual 'perception is involved in®the MSCA Perceptual
Performance scale and the WPPSI Block Design test, a test
specifically for visual perception do€s 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.

— .

Defining Areas of Health and Nutrition : ) T

. The praoblems of ‘'malnutrition ind goor health have beéen a
major focus of Head Start from its incéption; moreover, recent
data have documented the relationship betweén good health and the.
child's potential cognitive development (Birch and Gussow, 1970).
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

" completion of all recommended immunizations and dental treatment.

Recommended procedwres. As a consequence of the specificity
and concreteness of the.performance standards, 'it is recommended
that the' Office. of Child Development provide guidelines for .
standardized record-keeping so that child health information can
be gathered uhiformly from all sites. .Responses to the goals .
questlonnalre 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 "positive"tghalth In order to :assess

these goals, the follow1ng measures are recommended grouped

according to goal and ilevel of attainment:

.

® Absencé oﬂ disease, fréedom from correctable handicap

. 4 -
*

- - TB exam
Dental exam for caries

LI - l . L
: . | '“ 3646 ' .

. ’

Records of 1mmunlzat10ns (rubella,’rubeola, mumps, DPT, p0119)

>



\ , R , -

Visqal exam:' Snellen and/or directional letters test
- - Audiometric Fckeening test for hearing loss

*

e Level of posiEive health ' -

Height, weight

Observation of amount of energy, vigor Lo
Fréquency of absences for health reasons
Sicknesses at school, visits to nurse -
Iron deficiency tests (hematocrit, serum ferritin)
Protein deficiency test gserum albumin)

® e Better eating habits . .

Sample school menus " .

154 - ’

~

Summary of Recommended Measures for the Basic Battery

e Psychomotor Development '

» . - R -

\ " Perceptual Performance

C  Block Building (MSCA)

: : Draw-A-Child (MSca) v
' * Conceptual Grouping (MSCA)

. R -

A - Motor Performance -
. —
Leg Coordination (MSCA)
v . : Arm Coordination (MSCA)
\ B ‘Block Design (WISC/WPPSI)

o Health and Nutrition ) .

JHead Start, Program and School Records

Records pf immunizations
. | ‘ " Incidence of.TB - -
' Iron deficiency tests -
Protein-deficiency test

. - Dental exam ‘ ‘ :
Snellen test and/or directiénal letters measure:
' -. " Audiometric .screening ‘.
o -Height - T ‘
T Weight T .
. ' . ' Vigor measureé
’ Frequency of absences %
. - Sicknesses at. school .
Sample school' menus y
\ s"
“ ‘-. . - ’ !
L4 .
' vt ’ .~ .
37 ’ ’
\ 7 .
. .
e . )

. .
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Measures of Cognltlve and Language Pevelopment . .

’ . .. ’ ’ ‘.
- . —~ T - X .

< Traditionally, -national educational evaluatlons 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 factors which cemprise the child's
. "overyday 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 ﬂanguage development, but de-

emphasizes cogn1t1ve growth as_the major goal independent of

- other goals. . ~

L4

Defining Areas of Cognrtibe and Language Competence

>

The precise nature of the cognitive and language ablllt18$
which a child must possess in order to be "socially competent”
continues to be debated. 1In part, controversy exists because
the essence of ‘these ¢competencies varies with chronologlcal age
. and situational contexts. It is clear, however, that across all
dge levels, to be socially competent within the, school environ-.
ment 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. Théy includé: -

LY - -

® Attentional skills
e Classificatipn/categorization skills
e Perceptual sklllé
e Information- procesélng skills
e Evaluative skills . ‘ L .
e Memory skills :

. 4 . Basic language skills - -
~ o . '

. Although thls list is clearly not comprehensive, the acqiisi-
* tion of theseskills may potentlally predlct 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 practical -
.o problems (e.g., fixing a broken toy) may in part be 5£pendent.on




- . o =3

7 : .
his/her abidity to use skills deemed n?cessary for acgdemic per-
formancé. For example, the child must/first employ attentional
and perceptual skills in order to pergelve the problem, classi-
fication or categorization skills injorder to define and communi-
cate the problem,.or evaluative skil/ls for determining the most
appropriate solution. This %ugges that an overlap exists
among skills essential for academif performance ‘on the one hand
and practical problem—sﬁlving on £he other.

-

While there appears to be Some relationship between profi-
ciencies which predlct ability/to learn concepts and ability to
solve practical problems, a sfYronger relationship emerges
between cognitive abilities ahd communication and/or language
competency. s In order to effgctively communicate relevant -
observations about his/her ¢nvironment, the child must dlr}ct
his/her attention to salie cues, detect similarities or
discrepancies with existi knowledge, organize them logically
and posse5s an adequate vgcabulary and syntax to express the
observation veybally. 1In gddition, there is a" whole array of
communication competencies Ye.g., lack of egocentricism, taking
the listener's point ¢f vie Whi?: strengthen .the exlstlng .
1nterplay among language and ‘cognl ive abilities. )

The complex relationship between cognition and communicattion
suggests that an appropriaf®-approach for measurement would be
the assessment of cognitlVe and language abilities- that sérve
as -the basis for 4cademic achievement, practical problem-solving
and verbal compet ncy. Such an apprq\Fh receives further support
from PDC staff and' teachers who des1gnated the goals 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, consequently, program .effects mdy be observed when PDC and
non-PDC children are compared. 1In light of these theoretical. and’
prodram issues, a brief description of the- three major cognltlve

-and language areas is ered:

General cognitive¥competencies. This area encompasses_the
child's age-related ability to attend to salient cues of sfimuli;
perceive units or forms as separate from their context; synthes1qﬂ
units into an organized form; apprehend the nature of similari-
ties and differences; categorlhe object's or events according
to their attributes; and use strategies of information proce§s1ng
for appropriate retrieval. -

.

/ Problem—solving competencies. This refers to the child's
age-related ability to apply general cognltlve competencies in
order to identify the proper solution for a :proplem 4nd to' evaluate
his/her own respons%F and products in the process. ) v




verbal competenqy, This area relates to the child's age;
relatad abilities to verbally label objects and events appropri-
ately; describe objects and events speaking audibly and confpre-
'hens1b1y, repeat ‘imformation told to~him/her; ahd make requests
or give instructions.
Measurement Selection Process - . ‘

= - . el . .

The' selection process began with the review of cognitive
and language measures utilized in other national evaludtions 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 pfesents the
list of measures rated according to the- 15 criteria employed for -
determining their su1tab111ty for use 1n the PDC evaluation.
. .-
- The ratlngs in Table 3 make 1t evident that tests employed
in previous, evaluations fail to meet’ several of the critefia.
The primary shortcomings are that many of the tests do not spah
the total age range (4 to 8 years) of the PDC population, are
irrelevant to PDC cognitive and lahguage 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. ,$hgs,fthe criteria -
.employed todselect tests with the most desirable characteristics
considerably reduced the pool of potential meaiqres for the
PDC battery.\‘ , J
Given the inadequacies of many developed measures, and -
s considering theé constraints on developing new measires,; a req4 B
sonable course of actiaon is to-propose the use of carefully
. selected subtests extracted from the available cognitive and . =
\ language measures. By examining a variety of subtests it is
possible to select ones that more fully reflect the desired '\
characteristics of the PDC measurement battery. B s

Because -0f the dangers inherent in separating subtests from - .
the context'in which they were developed, several precautigns
have been taken. First, the tests were examined for desirabile
psychometric characteristic ﬂlrectlng particular attention to
elements of the individual subtests. The subtests under consid- -
eration from the WPPSI and WISC, all displayed acceptable internal
comsistency or stability coefficients an'd concurrent or predictive
validity ,independent of the total measures {(see appendix).
However, because the validity and reliability coefficients of
the MSCA subtests are neither published nor available at this

»
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. r : . . - - ﬁ / . Admthistered
. . A . . o Administra-| to Bilingual
Subtest Test Stimilus Materidls . Child's Task Skills ﬁse&ggd.l tion Time g"gj]d;gen o
Comceptﬁa]: MSCA P‘Sef/éf 12 hlocks: 6 To perform various man- Classification 110 minutes Yes, with .
Grouping’ ¢ | squares, 6 circlek, each i-pufations a}{smg the 3 Categorization ‘" ° modification
: ' ¢ shape in.three colors- dimensions of color, size|Perception ' v b
ot .} amd two sizes- . and shape according to Attention -~ - .
T ' & RN . " verbally presented. Understanding, . . o . ‘
. 5 as s 5 . Linstructibns . L sizg, cglog:, o ’ °
- -l / o ¥ . TN shape - . ° )
" [ Verbal Merory MacA Verbal presentatio To repea? as-much of the [Memoxng .20 minutes N6 - .
- B . séquenge of 3 -and 4. w timulus “presented’ as Infermation-, s @
e .. | - |1l4-word sehtences and a possible ‘ processing ) . _ s
T et Yy one paragrdph story | . Attention
Block -Dey'.gnf WPPSI | 14 flat blocks, sblid red|To construct the appro- 4{Problem solving 10 minutes ;
. ' . on one'side, 6 blocks {pfMte design either frohm AttefRtion, ) S ' .
- T _ salid/ white ‘on, the qther examiner's demonstration Perce_ﬁtion 1 '
o - {side, 8 blocks half red, [model §¢ from model Evaluation - \
o : \\ half white (diagonally) design&tured on cards |[Cldssification .
@ X ¢ o jee the other side within fixed tife limits’ - k
L £ i . R *«. |for each design -0 <.t ‘ °
Block Design’ |WISC b9 gibes, 4 solid colok R * .

]

Verbal request for mem-

To, name as jmany sibordin-

Cladsification

10 minutes

Al

-s

bers' of a specific ate ‘members as possible Categorization
category, . . » ‘. within '20—#&0“61 intervalMemory _ .
PRRE S ’ T Evaluation ey
. » . e )
. AN s - Nerbal expression . ,
,| Verbal- presentation of To provide the missing ~[Memory 7 minutes No
| simple apatdyieg « |word in an analogy ~ [Attention » / -
PRI Sk ot - Clas&ification S .
. ~ . . ¢ . e . N -y . -
.. N ’, . T . Categor+z§.wn t S y
. P ¢ - . Evaluation & -
~ S . T . \
- - x p T
v ’ " ‘ A ‘/ . . s . % il
, oo . 56
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‘U ivtime, some uncertainty- surrounds the characteristics of subtests ]
apart frem the total MSCA subscales. Thereforé, unlike the . -

g WPPST and'WISC, selectfion ,of the MSCA subtests could not be- ‘based

) on- pﬁychometrlc indicators, but beccurred within the framework .
. ~ of socigl competence developed for, this study. Further guidance .
' wiAs provided by a Head Start evaluation study (Rentfrow, et al., -
«1972) which also extracted Subtests .-from the MSCA to comprise
) a measurément. battery. The results of this @yaluation - (N—64)’
e . rlndlcated that the subtests preferred for BDC orrelated -
moderately (r=.57 to .70) mrth the composite score. Evidence
on the MELA factor structure is available from Kaufman (1973).- - -
“and Kayfman and quienbeck (1973) . L - .

.y,

- v .

'Since so many Qf the ‘tests initially con51dered were’ found .
) to favor a- specific culture, rac1al or soc1oeconom1c groups a
. seccnd\precautlonary meagure was an extensive review of the
. liter e and discussions with bilingual/bicultural consultants.
¢ " These .Grocedures were: $pgc1f1cally .enacted .to 1denti'fy‘llch of _
the preferred subtests exemplify dultural and socioeco ic »
"fairness"”. Because of thé 1mportance and relevancy of this
~ factor for gthe PDC evaluation battery, this "falrness element
r wa's weighged heavily in maklng the final recommendations.
- " InformatMn’' regarding ‘the influence of culture and socioeconomic .
L statuq\on WISC/WPPSI and MSCA test performance were obtained - o
) "from various independeht gmall. scale studies. . . Y
?& oo Kaufman ‘and Kaufman (1973), for examplé& de51gned and
3 directed a study 'in order to-determine differences in Black and
hd -Whlte performancés on tHe *MSCA, a critical study since only e
* . limited data were prov1ded by the standard;zatmon study. This
o study indicated performan o differenceg, favoring the White Chl1;?. ",

v

v

\J on the Wdrd Knowledge and umber Questions- subtests _with older '

““children (6- to 8- 1/2 years). -Since these subtests appeared to

o ”Qgghly dependent on learned concepts or academic--attainment for
* e older levelsJ it was dJecided to ex01ude any subtest that , .

~ appeared tS/;a§7these elements. : . ) ~

.- -
, .

- MSCA subtests.' The McCarthy scales (McCarthy, 1972) were
: developeu to assess-a Wariety 'of codnitive-and motor behaviors
- of children from 2-1/2 through 8-1/2 years of age.. The conteant
~ of thé}E§§ks was de51gned to be suitable fox both sexes-as well '

as for¥hildren frdm a var1ety of ethnic, regional, and socio-

. ' econom c groups. The materials and questions are administered -
b .1nd1v1dually in a gamelike manner. All subkests are easily and
-~quickly administered.to avoid tax1ng the yound child's attentiod
epan.' Tak1ng account -of these con51JEratlons agd those dlscussed
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earlier, the following MSCA subtests are recommended for the basic
battery of cognitive and language measures:

.
-

f Ve;bai Memory - ' )
Conceptual Grouping \ , ,

Opposite Analogies N R

- Verbal Fluency u , . /
>~ Q- o NN

Each of these:subtests is described in Table 4, with information . .
" on the stimulus materials used, a brief description of the child’s.
task, the skills assessed, administration timte and appropriateness:
for bilingual «hildren. T o

- . .

. = -

Block Design. The WPPSI and WISC 'scales (Wechsler, 1949 °
and-1967) represent a downward exten51on of the Wechsler Adult <
. Intelligence Scales. Since the WPPSI is approprlate for ages 3
Lo 6 and the WISC is appropriate from age 5 throuqh adolescence,
subtests from both can be used to accommodate the aye range of ,
‘BDC. -The WPPSI and WISC, typically used, in clinical evaluatigns
to ca}culate IQ, consist of 11 1nd1vidua11y administered& sub-= '
. tests’ to assess verbal and cognitive performance. ‘The materials -
:were, de51gned_to appear 1ntr1n51ca11y 1nterest1ng to the child:
.and have been used widely across soc1oeconom1c, ethnlc and regional
groups. ° -

- .~

Con51dera\ie research has béen conducted on the WISC ‘and

WPPSI (e.g., Littell, 1960; ‘Woo-Sam and Zlmmerman, 1973; . -

Zimmerman and Woo~Sam, 1972), but "there is little ;nformatlon on

thg Block Design subtest as apart from the scale score. The et

Block-Design subtest does appear to be higghly correlated with ‘ .

full-scale 1IQ, but soméwhat more highly ated to performance '

IQ than to verbal IQ. THe fact that it is easily administered, v
. brief, nonverbal and highly reliable suggestq, its suitability for-

1nc1u51on in a battery that, is attemptlng to assess’a wide“range - »

of competencles. ’ . . :

. <

)
o -

»
« As a stable measure o!‘cognltive problem-solv1ng at all age

levels, the Block Design subtest can serve as a useful covariate PR
and as an entry-level measure of PDC-comparison group dlfferences.

. .
- e - i .
_. . v
. f . . .

'Summary of Recommended Measures for the Ba51c Batterz @

. . [ . ' - .
C . The subtests recommended ar€ grouped accordlng to three T
, general dimensions of competende. : . .
. -
" General Cogn4tive Competencé: - e -
2 Conceptual Grouping (MSCA) : )
2t e Verbal Memory (MSCA) ¢
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Measutres of Impact on Parents and Teachers
—- < A3

L - . R -

_..‘r Heed Start philosophy has always récognizeo the significant

_ Follow Th!ough sponsors have been undertaken to help teachers- -

roles parents and teachers play in affecting children's social
competence. Various Head Start and Follow Through models hawe
actively‘encouraged parents' participation in school dec151on—
making. Numerous efforts by Head Start Planned Variatdon ‘and,

L
increase 'thefr awareness of the particular needs of the lower ¥
socioeconomic, bilinqual, and handicapped child and family.

OCX has‘'designed goal for PDC which are consistent. with those
aof previous Head Start and Follow Through progects, emphas121ng
fblnt parent and teacher participation in defining educational '
goals and making educational decistons. « These decisions will

be primarily concerned with the key PDC requlrement that the .
Héad Start and elementary school teachers develop a coheretit

and, continuous curriculum based on the deyelopmental ‘needs of
children from Head Start through the third grade. .The purpose '

‘of the evaluationwill be to.assess the impact of PDC on parents,

staff and teachers in terms of attitude and behavior change, §s I
as well as subsequent changes in the school env1ronment. -

L3 ' ’ - - .—_

Defining Program Goals for Parents and Teachers - . e

The PDC Guidelines deal with parent involvement as a- Qajor
component of the program and also specify some issues in the area
of staff,ievelop ent. An examination .of these Guidelines and
discussions with']local dnd national PDC staff led to a 8efinition’

«

of outco&Es in the following areas- > - .

.Parent outcomes: @ - e .

® Participates in school and classroom activities. The o

parant perceivés his/her role in school-activities*and o

processes as providing the necessary bridge betdﬁen home'’
and school. This perception is translated into an active
involvement as a;classroom volunfeer, room helper, lunch
room supervisor, volunteer tutor or- other voluntaty school
" roles. . : .

-
S0 '

o Demoenstrates understandlng of a child's devel;pmental
‘educatlonalgprocess. ‘The parent recognizes the acqui-
sition of knowledge regarding his/her child's socioemotional,
cognitive, psychomotor and academic- growth as enhanc1ng

.\‘

W

his/her role as "facilitatdr of development." This - LRS

recognition may be evident in the types of experiences and -
materials available in the home or a posses510n of realLSth
exPectatlons and asplratlons for the1r child's academlc
dclrievement. - - - . - e

P P e - e _»/,’4,71 e - ‘ - .
60 . ' .

.
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° Proviaes 1nput into schqol dec1s1on—mak1ngfand problem-.
. solving activities, The parent perceives his/her role in
Co e school decision-making and problem-solving activities. as
essential for reflecting community and family needs. This
perception translates into observable.lnput into group
decisidon-making. or problem-solving processes durlng school
. meetings.

L 4

S [
\

e .Increases personal development throhgh partlcupatlon as-
a decision-maker and problem-solver. The parejt 1s aware
that effectivéness in group processes is.base on his/her
acqu1red abilities as a competent decision-méaker or problem-
solver. ' In recognition of- this contlngency, the parent

"o takes full ‘advantage of training sessions or other group »

.. meetlngs for the enhancement of these gualities. .

’,

{

-»
»

Teachet outcomes:

~ "

- — >

-_ @ Provides anst “ruction matching the child's developmental
Y : learning level., The teacher perceives, the adoptlon of a
) deveTopmental learnrng perspectiv@ as essential ‘for pro- .. .
moting socioemotional, cognltlve jpsychomotor and a@ademic
growth. This awaxéness is operationalized through indi-
vidualization of instruction. to match the child's learn1ng
’ - level. The teacher demonstrates competencies¥iin assessing
: this learni evel and maintaining current profiles of each ’
child' arning abilities. -
" - . - . , )
‘ ‘e Crecates a classroom environment conducive to the develap-
. \\ ment o soclal competency. The teacher: perceives atten- _
. ’ dance at child development inservicte training sessions - v
or discussions as essential to learnlng how to créate
an appropriate climate for nurturing social competency.
The teacher then takes tangible steps to create such a
climate by adoptlng a'warm, child-directed interaction
'style, providing a balancé between 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 skills. necessary for soc1al -problem-solving ¢om-
. petenc1es.

. - . s

'

e Acquires kngyledge of ‘resources. avallable to meet needs
. . of PDC children and families, The teacher 1s aware that
N . . to provide the best,support setrvices for qﬁildren and fam-

' ilies, there must ‘be a knowledge,of avalla e communlty
and‘school dlStrlCt services as well as an awareness of - .
possible roles parents might ‘play as assisting agents. . .

e ' This awareness is reflected through active participation

in suypport services training ses§ions where such informatiom v _

.may be obtained.and discussed. 1In addition; the teacher ] ‘
o acguires skills for 1nteract1ng with d!? instructing *

[ ST except&onal qplldren 1n the classroom

\ N M . v * ‘

- * N = a
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® Provides actiyities for Bilingual/bicultural children.
The teacher perceives an active participatory role in .
bilingual/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/ v
bicultural ¢hild's adjustment intd the mainstream of the '
classroom and school. ’ .

1 »

Staff-as-a-group outcomes: ~ - .

2 ! .’

, ® Staff members interact with members of differing grade
leyels. The teachers as a group share a common recognition
that adequate communication,” knowledge conderning the devel- .,
opmental nature of a child's learning experience,-a#d a
shdred phrldsophy can only be obtained through interaction *

- with éach other. ,Teachers interact -across grade levels | .
through discussions, observations ih various clggsrooms,

¢ or-trading teaching assignments. ’

5

s

Q:fo members jointly plan and develop educational and _

.sprogram goals for children, parents and themselves. The

' teacheys as a group perceive ‘coomerative planning efforts
as necessary for achieving continuity in an educatiocnal
and support services-oriented program. This perception
results in attendance and partigipation in staff meetings . -
designated for curriculum materials selection or articu-

latjon of program goals. - - ‘
- — L3
® Staff members commonly gain competencies in gfoup problem-~
solving -and decision-making techniques. The teachers. " !
as '@ group possess a shared awareness regarding the necessity
for a pro@hctiye group process of acquiring effective group, -° , -
problem-solving and decision-making Bkills.~ This awareness
- "is demonstrated by attendance at inservice training sessions
-0r small problem-solving discussions where such skillsy
may be fostered and matured. '

Institutidﬁéfiggsﬁge outcomes:
. —

P .

e Consistent étaff, 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 gjven child's status 'in the classroom and
' home, Joint, attendance at relevant tiaining sessions, and.

joint participation-'in school or PDC meetings and actiwitias. -
'.- . '~ "' .
- o o ] _ . .
R b
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® United effort by teachers and parents in designing and
developlng educational gogls. Teachers and parents- alike
¢ recognize that a PDC program which reflects the need§ of .
’ children anrd the dommunity, the child's developmental level,
continuous educational experiences, and enhancement f ,
cial competency can only be achieved through.-'united
pl ing attempts. This recognition is operationalized o
with teachers and parents attending and.actively partici-
‘pating in planning-oriented committee meetings or gdal-
r : setting sessions. -

*

e Integration of Head Start and elementary school philosophies
and seruices. Staff and parents perceive the intégratione
o§>Head Start and elementary school, philosophies and. ser-
vices as necessary for promoting developmentally continuous
educational and support services programs. This perception

I results in a shared 'PDC phllosophy, 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 commdplcatlon across grade levels and with parents.
Both staff and parents possess clearer goals for themselves
as 1nd1v1duals, and. as a group warking cooperatively to
1 achieve a developmentally continuous program. Achieving
. these goals is equally viewed as rewarding and gatlsfylng
- by parents and staff. . AN
It should be ﬁlearly recognlzed that many of these goals
. represent a radical.departure from long- establlshed school nractlcc.,
To include parents in the process of educational decision-making
is an innovative procedure. PDC is emphasizing the sensitization
of teachers to the special needs of the lower socioeconomic,
blllngua}, and handicapped child, a process which rzﬁulres in many
cases the .development of innovative curricula and new classroof
procedures. Another break with established tradition is the re-
quirement that Head Start and elementary school teachers jointly
plan a‘ coherent curticulum. To document the progrgss which the
schools make in implementing these chghges is, an important goal
of the evaluation.. - . .

&

In the pa#t teacher and staff support or the lack thereof,
for innovative pducational programs orlglnatlng from the government
has received insyfficient attentieon from evaluators, desplte its
i 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,\\fachgn and staff attitudes and interactions.
- . \ "

. \;‘ ~
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Selecting¥Measures for Assessing Impact» .. '

A few studies have demonstrated the 1mportance of assessing
" both attitudes and behavior, although the relationships among

them are far from stralghtforward Stanford Research -Institute's

(1971) Head Start study found that a téacher's perception or
attitude toward his/her program or sponsor was hlgh related

to child gains on the Wide Range Achievement Test.  <Coughlan

and Cooke (1974) found that in schools where sixth grade children
obtained higheér reading scores, teachers had more ¥favof le

‘attitudes toward relatlonshlps amonge teachers and. toward community

relatjons, and had higher levels of job“satisfaction.® Other _ -

studies (Kleln, 1973; Prescott and- Jones, 1972) have found similar

attitude-outcome relatlonshlps. Findings such as these suggest
that an évaluation of teacher outcomes, should also include
measures of attltudes which may accompany spec1f1c behavior "
change. .. . ~ .. - .

Parent attitudes toward school and teachers may also be’
important indicators of program functioning, but there has been:
dess research on these relationships. In their analysls of .
Follow Through data,.Abt Associates (Cline, 1974) 1nvestlgated
the relationship between parents' views of school "recept1v1ty"
and their degree of interaction.with teachers or participation
.in school meetings. Their’ analys1s foand no relationship-among
_these variables. . .

., - Y .

Social psychologists have been studying organizatiqnal °.
development for a number of years (Fountain, 1975~»Schmuck'and
Miler} 1971; Schmuck, -Runkel, Saturen, Martell, and Dert, 1972)
Since' many of the early fipdings wWere disappointing (Nadler,e’
et al., 1974), recent efforts have bee dlrected toward improving
approaches for assessing organlzatlona? changq. ° For 'example,
staff of the Survey Research Center of the Unlvers1ty of Michigan
have beenn developing models for measuring change in organizations
(Robert Cooke and Philip Mirvis,personal oemmunication, *1975).
Their work provides a foundation for developlng a comprehensive
assessmen rocedure for PDC.

procequres, several principles have beén

I eloping thes;
'-wuggest guide t asurement and analysis grocess. First,
the mea ent proc must be multi-level and multivariate; a

wide range of vari
new entity linki

es dealing with individuals, groups @nd the
ead Start and elementa}y’school need to be

ass@ssed. Secohd, multiple methods should be employed; the evalu~-

ation should igclude techniques for gathering data: which use a
variety of methods (observations, archival records; and unob-
trusive' measures) in addition to self-report instruments (ques-
- tionnaires, ipventories, and structured interviews), Third,

was decrded to use a standard set of measures across all s1tes.

-

[

’
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« The multl-method appﬂoach adopted in this evaluation is T
expected to gerferate data allowing statements which w1ll go
beyond simple descrlptlons of outcomes and_include reasons for
the outcomes. This requires an analysis of the relationships .
among a variety of variables: program inputs, pereeptions,
attitudes, and behavior. Figure 7 presents one "model” for ‘
conceptualizing the interplay of factors important in the change
peocess. As the reasons for program effects are understood
more fully, the evaluation will be able to provide more useful
information for proyram ‘planner§ and détision-makers to guide
the development—of future programs.

- .

In addition to fac111tat1ng the understanding of these re-
latlonshlps, 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 ihdividuydls are€ indicative of a more durable program’

)

effect. One might argue that behavioral changes alone (e.g.,
parent involvement in the classroom) may be shortlived if the
parent's feelings about the prograg are not affected. On the other

e

hand,'a changé in -attitude. (e.g., garents say they like the pro-= -
gram) might be less valued if it id-not accompanied by outward
.manifestations of the 1mproved attitude. - ,

’

Summary of Medsurement Procedures - _ -
-t

The expected outcomes in terms of the behawior of parents,
teachers, and.staff are listed in Figure 8; Figure 9 lists:out-
comes' in terms of attitudes and perceéptions. Beside each outcome ]
is a list of data collection methods that will be . employed. The’ N
case studies are already dealing with some of these outcomes through
the use of structyred interviews.(one of the self-report methods)
and the examinatioh 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 sypplement
the other procedures -and which focus on the attitudes'and per-
ceptions of program participants. Among those.instruments -that
have been examined, three have been found which contain 1tems or
scales appropriaté for @ssessing the impact of PDC:

»

- -«

e Michigan Assessment of Organizations (Nadler, et al., 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 dgpool of questionnaire
scales and items_ for measuring individual roleé perceptions,
goal clarity and feedback, climate, group proces<f§ and

- -

-~ effectiveness, and individual differences.

»
3
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Figure 7

Model for Viewing PDC Impact .
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Figure 8 . : .

Types of Assessment Procedures for Measuring Impact on Parents,

N\ ‘ ' Teachers, Staff and Institutional Change ) . .
P - . :
PDC_PROGRAM OUTCOMES . , ** ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES . ’
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program goals for children, parents .and themselves Self report ° .
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.. ©® The. School Survex (Coughlan, 1962\ The Survey, used. imny <
- - more than 100 ‘elgmentary and secondary schools, con51sts
. of“lZO statements (to which- the respondent agrees oigndi

agrees) representing 14 factors regated to morale,

vation, and ‘educational effectiveness. The scales w
. found to discriminate between high and low performance
VT ‘ ..schools and to have good reliability (Coughlan and Coqke,

: f 1974) .. Scales and items most relevant to PDC include -
ddministrative practices, professional and non-professional’ ..
wdrk .1pad, educatlonal effectiveness, sehool- gpmmunl
relations, colleague relations, voice in educatlonal ‘. o

program, and superv1sory relatjons. T
Y [}

e,Educatlonaerorces-Inventq_z (Rayder and‘Body, l975a,
~ . b)\ "This in¥entory allows the evaluator td™"chart" the
* vatious forces in the teacher's®social-psychologic fleld
‘The -teacher or other staff person is asked to ratei!h
. . degree of inflyence 13 forees;exejt"in the classroqnﬁprocess
» -smid -the degree to which this. influence is negative or ’
.. . pdsitive. It hasbeen-used in a Follow Throubh evaluation
_/}4/- .5 and possesses good validity (correMted with a measure of "
' teacher morale) and internal consistency. If expanded
. - g for coordinators' and administrators/ use, this inventory
could assess thefberceptlons of influences from several
. 3 perspectlves. e . .7 ea .
R ' ., ) LY —_
Sets of items or factors will be selected from these in-. .
—' e;ruments to develop a PDC Teacher Survey. A Paréent Su{vey <L
w1ll also be constructed to assess outcomes for parents. ;
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- ''Bilingual/Bicultural Measures e
T )
(il - & s

. * One of the cornerstones of Project Develo ental Cornitinuity -

is the recodnition of individual-*differences, §ot only-in relation
q to children, but alsp, onea broader level, in relation to sites.
All-of the sites have unique characterlstlcs ‘but four sites are :
dlst;QgU1shed by the de51"nat10n, "Blllngual/Blcultural Demorfe- ,
-stration -8ite." ' This means that these451te3*are—expected to T T
prov1de a blllngual/blcultural educational ‘approach, which is
described in' the PDC Guidelines as using the child's native ,
ranguage for instructional purposes to "reinforcé€ the child's
positive self—concept bY'valldatlng his culture."

4

s

-> ' -

- The four blllnguaL/chultural demonstratitn sites have a
‘subs#antial - number of bilingual chlldren,-those whose "use
. and comprehen51on.of the English lariguage are limited, and
. - who spedk a languag other’ than English at home" (OCD, Guide-
. lides, 1974). tThe 90 =

.

ur sites vary in degree of bilingualism . ; T
from 9% Spanlsh-speaklng childrén in one Head Start center
-in Cokorado to 100% Navajo-speaking -children in, Arizona.

(sed@ral other.sites, not de51gnaﬁed\as demdnstration programs, @ . C.
- alsoe have a sizeable percentage of bilingudl chlkdren. : -
‘ ’ ¢ -~ [ 4 * - s ’

. © This emphasis on the recognltlon of the uniqueness of bilin-
gual chlldren is ‘important’ because of the grow ng awareness of '
the essential llnk between a"child's language nd hls/her ' L
’ identity, and because of the nggative outcomes-“associated with’ e T
- denigrating an, Lgtegral part of a child's self-concept (United -
- States Commission on Civil nghts, 1975).. As Arturo Gutierrez
states, "If'a child is dominant in Spa" sh, the use (or lack .of ’
use) of that language for ;nstructldf: the teacher s attitude .-
. toward the use of the’ languagé the teacgher's ac¢eptance or - oo
rejection of the lapguage,‘values, total cultural makerup of -+ -
. the child, could have sericus.negative effects" orni the child's 'y
persqpallty——hls self concept, confidence, his pergeptlona, etc.‘
+'. . (Raizen and Bobrow, 974b) . The PDC Guidelines reflect tHis T
concern #Md insist that "the program must enrich and expahd upon °
) the strengths-that the chlldren bring. to,a new‘learnlng situ- .
"dtlon and ot £ollow a compensatory—def1c1t model ... 'The native .

i

langudge and culture of the children will be regarded as am T
asset...." , - - e s - )

!
: © ¢ 3
oA . §

P

N Thls recognltlon of the value of 1n81vydual dlfferences NP "
. affirms a relatlvely recent general interest in preserving eul-
tural uniqueness, and reflecggﬁggclal sc1ent;stiﬁt historians',

~ . RN e N s ™ <

-
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ahd cducators' turning away fraom the traditional esteefi,in which
most had hedld the "meltirg pot" ptheory in favor of prlzlng -,cul-

. tural heterogonelty (ngham“ 1975;. Wacker, 19759- It is notr
‘enough,.-however, to affirm cultyral.uniqueness if the'. var1ety
.that exists-: within the cultures is-not recognlzed A major R
" theme runnlng‘throthout the reactidn papers of Rand's Spanish-
'\ . surnaméd- pahélists is the- danger of assuming that ‘there is éuch

-

;' -~ a thing as a olithic Hlspanlc culture (Raizen and’ BoErow,
'1974b). - In fadt there exist significant ar1at10ns-—reglonal #
rural/urban, SES; hlstorlcal llngulstlc, and ceuntry-of-origi . «

1

- .variations--all but the latter of which are relewant to the -
I ‘fﬁree SpanisH bilingual/birultural” sites. The‘Carrfornla”PUO** Sl
v " site is.an agriculturally based town with most Mexican-American X
" ¢hildren belng second and third generatlon, the-Texas site is a '@ -
small border .town with many first- generatlon, monollngdal Spanlsh
children; and ‘thé Colorado site iss an’industrial ‘city w1th pre- ,
. dominantly monolingual (Engllsh speakingf Mexican-American families - . .

" .who have resided there for niany generattions. .The fourth blllnguel/ ,

. "bicultural :site, in Arizona, is a low populatlon den51ty, rural T,
area ‘wheré most .Head- Start children are'monolingual in Navajo:
Obv1ously these 1nd1v1dual BL/BC demonstration sages have unique
. + characteristics whlch place -special constraints on test selectlon
and 1ntcrpretat10n. ’ . e ’ , .

-~ 4 .

L ’

.,
. ~ »

, " 'Bhe ather fundamental tenet of -this pro;ec§ is the reductlon
of dlSCOHtlHUlty in the child's experiencé not” only between Head:
Start and the elementary schools, but also between home ‘and - .

' . school, .and, in the case wf bilingual children, this requires
bilingual educatidn. "Blllngual/blcultural education is designed -

- to help the child make the transition from home t6 sSchool more -
”"ﬂf‘—”““63511y'by re@ucing the differences between the }anguage and~
culture of the home and that of the school"” (UnitedvStates

Commission on Civil Rights, 1975). - .

4 . ‘ . . e
e

. o . . . . \\: ‘sr
Definiqg Bilingual/Bicultural'Measurement Areas \5 ’ ' .
. - All of the'prohlems encounterea in selectlng appfoﬁrla*e
) measures for English- speaklng preschool children were exacerbated
. in the attempt. to find.me€asures appropriate for Se_nlsh speaklng,
miked-langpage or Spanglish”"-speaking children, and Navajo-
speaking Children. As part of the PDC measurement design, the
* BL/BC sites were to receive bilingual adaptations of the ba%ic '
battery for all eiﬁep as well as site-specific .bilingual measures. L

-

-

- ”

|
-
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- 7
e

]kfapprec1at10n of the fact that test1ng blllngual/blcultUral “
childreén presented complex issues, several sQurces were,
- consulted. First, 36/5 serious consideration was giveh to the

' reacfion papers of the Spanish-surnamed panelists of the Rand -

- . o ) . . , [ :

» AN




- N J e ’ ) .g ' R
o Corporatlon to' its report .on evaluat1ng,soc1al competence (l974b)
) ’ Second, the United States Civil Rights Commission report,~
A ‘Better Chance to: Learn; Bilingual-Bi udtural Education 19759 .
‘was examined, and finally, recognized’ experts in;the’ field of . .
blllngual research were consulted. A summary of tne maLn issues*
which 'these sources dellneatedJand which were relevant to PDC
, is presented because they form the basis “for seledthg, modhfylng,
administerin nd interpreting any 1nstruments to ‘be used_ w1th .
bilingual an /or Hispanic children. ° e X Y
3 One' of th most 1mportant consideratlons which stands out’ i PR
— — when an evaluation of blllngual/blcultural childrem, ¥§ conducted * LT
is the necesslty for spec1fy1ng the sobocial, domalns for patterns . . s
of langua@e use.”” This ‘point was emphas;éed by- Lu1§ Laosa in a )
paper describing some varying patterns of lanquage-use.in “differs¥
ent socral domains among. ﬂlfferen; Hispanic groupss ~"Social *. .
: domain" is defined as "major spheres of activity in a cllture, -
- such as family,” educatiem, recreation” (Laesa, l975) " Again
" the 1naccuracy of the assumption that a monollthlc culture exists
. was madettlear. ‘; ‘ C o

. - 8
- '

’e point was also ms.d?e by Slobm, whc stressed the need for

’ linguists to ascertain the relathq between" social milieu and

“the deve}ogment of‘language competerce, bélause~the effect of the
. fafmily on language socialization practices was clearly signifi- .
cant but .had hitherto Reen neglected (1967) He admitted thag, o
linquists knew very little abbwt.childrgn's comgetence in the
use of langyage:, hoWw_they learned..whén to speak Ard-when to. remain
silfent, with whom toMuse .slang and with whom not to, and whenv ) L
to,' shlft ‘langliages. in i‘multlllnaual ¢ommunity.

et ey e e — - — — e e— e e T g s — - —

B - N - -

- Laosa's reEearch.addreSSed this issue of the social -cont&kt -
£ mo;hen-tongue malntenance, in - whlph a stable Plllngual}sm,' \ .
| P rsists, versus the context of Jldnguage shift,. in which”the '- .'/'

"‘separate domalins of languages vanish, and the speaker ‘uses hoth -~
. lLanguages,Wwithin one sentence. He found that. therg were signifi- -+ -~
-~ cant, subcultiral variations in language patternsfln different
social dOmalns between ‘Puerto R}Cang 1n the Bronx, Cubans ;n o~ -
Miami, and- Mexican- -Amerxicans “in Rustln, Texas.’ ‘For exampLe, .
Mex1can Ameflc&n children in Austln were expese& to s1gn1flcaﬁ\1y i
mo¥e Emglish and “Spangllsh" (langu age m1x1hg within the same
s&ntence) 1n.£he~hdme ‘and spg f more English in spontaneous ) .
peer interactions ih school than either the' Cuban American or o
Puerto_Rican children. 1In a border town liKe the Texas site, hewever, <
gne paitern of. language use of Mexican-Americams mlght be guite :
\ ifferent because of contighity with Mexico.' It is concluded, ) ‘
’ therefore, that data on the family and social ecology hust ‘be’ LA
, collected and utlllzed in any evaluatlpn of blllngual/blculturalu
' _children.- | i . ’
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* the. child's positiw

" asked .to serve as C

The spec1f1catldh of language uUsage in the soc1al§doma1n is
1mportant algce because there is .evidence that a“well developed . .

* Tanguage system approprlate for each domain may éxaist ,(Cruz, in

_Raizen and.Bobroyw, 1974b), and therefore.many tests ln Spanish
‘are 1nappropr1ate.for the Hlspanlc child if the 'ehild's. formal
etlucation has taken place ih English (Carrow, in Raizen, and
Bobrow, 1974b), or if-it has -been normed on’Cuban or PuertQ_R1¢an

thf 1 (Cruz, in Raizen and Bobrow, l974b) Laosa also made* ’

fthe d™tinction betweém language deminance apd lahguage use. -0

an Chlld may actually use S ;sh more,” especlally in’ the non-school
doma}n,‘but be "domlnant" (i e., more llterate) ih Engllsh .

. S PR S M R
. B '3 N - e = - e -

¢ To address .this 1ssué of spec1fy1ng lang age dominance and
social domain Gutlerrez recommended the following (Raizen and X
Bobrow., 1974b) ‘ .o : . '
. @ Determlne the language and cultural domlnance 1n1tlally , .
of all children- in the child'\s classroom--Bernal :
recommended 'using language d minance as a covaraate
(Raizen and Bobrow, l974b) : . 4" .

5

. Determlne the length of .tige that one or both languages
are used dur1ng the day (and presumaz2y,/1n wh1ch contexts) ;

‘e Determine the teacher's emphasis, eitkér on Spaﬂish oxr -

Engllsh lang age development, sodial-~ emotlonal development,.
+ . or other are - y _ - 1 . » N

-
v .

e Determine what kind of structured language program, if - .
any, has been 1mplemented L

[
— 1 N .
- - - -, - . . e e et

Another '‘major concern of some of Rand's Spanlsh surnamed i )
panelists related to the specific language program implemented in
the classroom. -Gomzalez took the position that the maintenance
of the child's first language, assuming tR¥at it was Spanish, was :
pr1mary importance fdr the social competenceé of Spanlshwspeaklng
children in the bgrrio. A malntenance a@pproach is algo con-
sistent.with the regpirements that_bilingual/bicultural programs
reduce the d1scont1§§1ty between home and school and encourage
self-concept. It mlght also be’ expected to
marntaln the Chlld S respect for his.parents. ) . .

- Y =

‘\

The problem of determlnlng just what constltutes a posjitive
self- concept in each cultural communlty ‘was ralsed by Cruz. This
is a concern’ of de consequence to EDC and is expected Eq be, - ..
addressed through t use of.1nd1genous examiners who will also be -
n many aspects of ‘the testing.
This broader ‘use of gdlgenous qramlners waq sﬂggestéd by .
Luis Laosa who recommende the follow1ng - :

-




Indigenous examiners should examine the instructions and ‘ _
. items on each of the instruments in order to substitute
g _ phrases reflecting-the regjonal dialect where “"standard" . ,
: ‘" Spanish mlght be inappfovriate.. . .
o Reglonal modlflcatlons should ‘be standardlzed within * °
. each area 1n advance for use€” on bcth pre- and post- tests.

o o Objec s ﬁr toys ﬁamlllar to chlldn n/in that locadle should

be bstiltuted for thase that are unfamlllar. \ ) .
- ‘e fndigenous &xaminers Should be used’ to interpret the :
. scores, .to place.them in the specific cultural context . [
' “.
. "l e Indlgenous examlners should: previde 1nformatlon as 38 the
. " local e patterns accordlng to social domain.
. 1 o . ,
The issues f%lsed by the Span1sh~surnamed panelists to "the ;
e Rand Corporatloq, by "the Civil Rights Commission, and by Dr. Laosa . )f
.’ " formed the bdsis for the evaluation both of the national battery Ve
and of site-= spec1f1c ‘instruments.. The search for site-specific . }f‘
meagu es was made dlfflcult by the facf- that- only experimental S s
verslons of tests .exist in’ Navajo, and the fact'that very few 5
Spanlsh language tests exist for preschool children. . i',
. b4

- 2.
. “The Head Start Collection’ report .on tests for SpanlsH-Speaklng
-children (Roseri, 1971) yielded only two tests in Spanish for L
preschool children, ne¢ither of which was consigered appadpriate
for PDC gqalé ong, because it required two days of testing and
‘was iny in ‘experimental form (Inter-American Series--Manuel, 1966),,
i -+ the other, because it was prlmarlly a cognitive- battery (Walker
-., -Readiness Test for Dlsadvantaged Preschool Children--Walker,; no
" date). The Thorpe Developmental Inventory (Thorpe, 1972), a
degelopmental screenimg- procedure, was also examined, but”the
arthy Scdles of Chlldren s Abilities had several advantages
en though the Thorpe hag been used with
in California. The Van Alstyne Picture .
by Cruz (Raizen and Bobrow, 1974b), ) '
and valid for.the measurement &f mental N
sadvantaged Mexican-American 6-year-olds’"
ial competence and not simply on
the decision not' torecommend that instru-
propriate for 4-year-olds (seg ratings in P

k]

Mc
~° -.compared with - the‘Thorpe
ls : Spanls speaking childre

. Vocabulary est reviewe
appeared to be "reljabl
‘ability of cylturally
/fbut the emphasis of, P
- cognitive ability 1
" mént, even if it we

. Table 5) & A \ .

i . . , . . o R .
’ . ‘ . £ } ‘ s y < m -
Recommended Measures "‘ ¢ . oo IS < .

N - . -
.

. v . D . .

¢ + {ine instrument appeared to he relevant to "the panellsts"
recommendation to ,measure ldanguage’ dominance .(the Blllngual Syntax -
Measure—-8Burt, Dulay, EBB Hernandez, 19f5) the BSM is des1gned

.
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N Ratings of Medsures for Spanlsh-ﬁpeaklng:Cblidren on

L]

.

Criteria for Measures Selection
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to measure children's oral proficiency in English and/or Spanish
grammatical structures by using natural speech as a basis for’
making judgments. It encourages chlldrenayo express their -
thoughts and opinions freely, and is de51gned primarily for chil-
dren'who are between the ages of 4%*and 9.  To 'elicit natural
speech,. simple questions aré used with cdrtoon-type pictures to ‘S
provide the framework for .a conversation with the child. An

analysis of the child's speech in answering these questions

yields a numerical indicator and a .qualitative descrlptlon of .
the child's structural language prof1c1ency

\ .

*TE i‘s"fé’cammﬁa‘éd*aﬁt”ﬁoth Spanish and English forms of the
Bilingual Syntax Measure be admlnlstgred to all children in the
bilingual/bicultural sites., givimg one form first to half of the
children, and the 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 l&ss of certain

- basic Spanish grammatical structures in children‘*who acquired
Spanish as a first language. :
Bilingual/bicultural education should also have a direct
i1mpact on classroom interactions experienced py teacherd and
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: . R

o P Téacher's use of her aide, i.e., the role of bilingual aides;
® Relatlve frequency with whlch the two languages are
actually used” in the classrocdm and which language - is =~ ~
- spoken during different social interactions; .

.

e Type of bilingual education model being used;

(]
e Kinds of behaviors teachers reward and relative amount
of teacher attention ‘given to- Spanish- and English-
speaking children.

Adapting- the Basic Battery for BLlingual/Bicultural ‘Sites .

i’

All of the 1nstruments recommended for the basic battery are
currently being translated or adapted into Spanish. As indicated
above, each of the-measures‘dn the:basic battery will be careful\y
examined by the indigenous examiners to determine if the Spanish
translations of thé instructions are clear and if the items are
appropriate to their region. -
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The observation instrument will include items of” languaget
pattern usage at school, and specific teacher-child interactions
) - . . . . T ;
and teacher-aide interactions pertinent to language usage will
,be included. Again, the indigénous examinersagre expected to&ﬁé
utilized in the interpretation of scores in th& light of specific

~

cultural expectations. ~ B
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Measures for Site-Specific Batteries .

8 . - -
.
3 . =

The original design for the PDC evaluation récognized the
fact that there would likely be many differences among pro8rams
lmplemented in 15 sites across the country. To'allow for differ-
ences in site characteristics and in goals and objectives of )
individual programs, the.evgluation design specified that, in
addition to a hasic battery to assess impact across all sites, .
site-spe¢ific hatteries be employed to assess impact within pro-
grams. This section of the report presents the recommendations
.for measures to be used in site¥ specific batteries after .-. ’
rev1ew1ng the various ‘issues that were taken into .consideration
in developlng these recommendatlons. -

'
s

‘Issues in the Development of Site-Specific Batteries

&

- There are several issues related to the use of site-~specific

batterles in the evaluation of a national demonstratlon prOJect
- These are brlefly discussed hefore presenting the recommendations

for the batteriess ' . : - - T

y First, the nature of the basic experlmental design and the

analyses that accompany that de51gn is 1nvolved . If gubstantial

differences among sites exist-in the outcome measures the covar-

iates, or in the correlations between covariates and outcome
measures, then generalizations about the "national" program may
be unwarranted. When this is the case, there is the option of
- treating the study as multiple site-specific studies or -limiting
- the analyses to within-site analyses, This, of .course, doe not
require 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 thatare
partlciiarly suited to the indiwvidual 51tes. - :

Built into the plan for the *pDC evaluatlon is the pllot
year of.testing (1975-76). Givem this fleilblllty it may be
possible to cdnsider uilng some site-specific measuires not orly
to determine whether tley are adequate for that particular site,

. - but also to see whether they would be suitable-measures, for use
in*a number of sites or for‘inclgsion in the basic battery used.
' across all sites. This is not a sufficient justification for =
expendygq resources to develop site-specific measunes, but is 4
us€ that should be kept in mind when sitse-specific measures ‘are
belng recommenged, ) e o .

IS .
.

<. Natlona; pOlle 1ssues also seem related to the use of site-
ﬂspec1f1c batteries., On the natlonal level thevé\presumably are .

. _
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. concerns about the feasibllity of a'ﬁ}ogram with the features of.
- Developmental Continuity. One concern might be whither the same

(or essentially the same]j program can be suctessfully impleygnted

- = across the country regardless of local conditions or whether the-

- program must be carefully tailored to individual sites' needs in

- order to be successgpl. Local successes may very well be obscured

— if the evaluation is 1imjted ta a national battery designed for the

z"ave_ragf%"ssite but less suited foﬂany par?icular site.
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TProgram Goals

-
(Y
[2 e ® ’e

K/;asic ratipnale 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’ .
L U aoals questionnaire, which have been discussed in connection with '
. the basid 'battery, have provided some information about the. .
- . uniqﬁeness of 10é3l goals. ' The information is somewhat difficult -

o to interpret, however. Of the 25 goals for child competence * .
and for parents and staff, there were very few on which a majority - |
of the sites agrecd. This is in part due fo the guestionnaire's
response format which asked programs to indicate the five goals for
N children and the five for parents and, staff considered "most '
important” for thedr program. < But since thesgoals listed on the
questionnhire were sclected becaus they seemed to relate to T'DC
qoals or to expert opinion :regarding desirable program outcones,
cvengthe ones not selected as "most important" might be expected
to bLe.valued by the pregrams. Thus, 'in developing the basic
battery to-be used across all sites, ungnimity was not requixed - - |
— when judging a goal as relevant for the national battery :(see .
¢ Fiqures 4 and 5). L When'responses to-the-goals-gquestionnaire

. were examined with the site-specific battery in mind, there wgre »

only a few goals that were found to be uniquely~held by a small .
- number of sites, Thé.followind child goals, for example, were :
identified as "most important”.by ohly one or two programs
L (of tﬁeli} responding)« . - ) -
® Grods motor skills . ©t -x "
. - @ Perceptual skilds | -
® Perceptual mobor skills . s
e Auditory skills . ' -
. ® Flcxibi}ity in the ‘application of information prOcéssing,
.. - Strateaqies ) .. a .
. .~ e School rcadiness =~ - ° P © e s -
® Aural ‘comprehension’ - - v ) .

_‘® Productive "(lariguage) competénag , -‘45 i .
. - b -~

‘ . f .
llalf of-these are-in the pgychorMotor area and half ‘in the cognitive =
- .and language domain. The psychoigotor goals:, except for auditory ¢
- o skills,” arc being assessed as part of the basic battery because ’
of .the desire to have a battery th#t was.respongive £6 the total ~
¢« ranqg® of social competence, Of the’ four cognitive and language
) o Ve v z

N ~
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.
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goals, aural gomprehension is related to the yerbal memory task

- recommended as part of the‘basic battery (see Table 4).: Thus, on
the basis of responises to the goals questionnaire, there are three
areas identified by individual programs as hejng important that.. -
would be candidates for°assessment yith site-specific measures:

.
-
2 - *
a

< ® Flexibility in the application of information, S .e
. processing strategies | : . . ~ i -
S ® Schoel readiness ~— - . %
) ® Productive language competence i o
"-‘ ) " i .J . ‘ .‘
- The selection of measures related to these goals will-be’discussed
. 4 - - . !

- . helow.

-

-

« - L.,
. There were also sevéral goal§ for parents and staff that .
s iere uniquelyghefd by a few-programs., However, all these goals - o~
dre considered important in terms of national PDC guidelines, so
. 1t is recommended that they be assessed across all sites even if
- not consideréﬁ,parﬁicularly‘ihpo"ant by the local prodram (see : .
Fiqure 3), . ‘ .

S

Reduced Importance of Site-Specific Batterjes : _ ’
- -9 - .
Five factors have served to diminish the im ortance_of’having. . .
a complex set ®f sité-specific measures. First, it has Been . ’
-+  feasible to recommend.-a fairly comprehensive hasic batterygthat ~ = N
. appears o address the cancerns ¢f a sizeable progortjon: of the s
»sites., Second, the information .on site-specific goals obtaine - v
from the goals quéestionnaire suggests that ere are relatively
few goals that are unique to one or two progdams. Third, the °

.bilingual/bicultural measure$ recommended in the preceding section -
of this report sdccessfully address a large portion of the 'site- -
specific objectives and concerns.of the bilingual/bicultural
demonstration programs. A fourth factor is that at- the element y
level, where the effects of continuity are first midnifested, all
school systems conduct their own testing programs. It is possibl
(though not always the case) that thgse tests:will be relevant t

" PDC goals,and that data from them can be incorporated intc sjite-
specific evaluations., Finglly, one of t purposes of site- = .
~specific measyres ‘can be adeomplished in the analysis“"and interpre-
tation of findings from the\pasic battery. Local programs can

8

14

LY

- be given the opportunity to Yndicate particular ‘tests, subtests, L
x . Or eveg;indi?iduql items whifch they judge as assessing goals that N ~
are particulaxly important their program., .These can then be

treated in the analysis.as "site-specific measureg" for the
purpose of making judgmentsfon the effectivehess of proqrams in -
terms bf their own goals. This would be a valuable procedure for, \ e
'another reason. Decisions about measures to be used have been
\" based on judgments of the relevance of the measures to varjeus .
goal statements (as, for example, listed in. the goals quesélebnaire).
Since the goal statements are not opérationalized, thgy are open a0
,,,,, — ¥ . . - % S .
.. A PR > “ .
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- ¥ of megasures to assess npotential 51t:.e--spec1f16D concerns does not-
seom warraﬁd' \Rather, rocomrrgindat‘l@n willybe made for measuge-
selection will, howevetr, be ‘at the

.

.
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apgpar to agree oy a Qoal they r'17ay in fact hd&ve different .
objectives. W,then progranh, staff have’ aj opportunity to. examine
_specific . ltC‘T’l“ and ‘tests thqy w;ll he im a better pos;,tlon to’
judqge the relevance of the. measure to their program.

t«*lff@rpnt 1ntorpretat;ons and -even though two ‘programs may .

. .
3 7\1though for.the purpoch-of thl.: report recomgrgit\gu?s
for site-specific measures seen less 1mportant tha R PRV §1
it sl!&];d be made clear’ that -thjs cohcslusg.on is not 1ntended
to i
goale.' The need to provide an evalyation pfrocess "that is*
sponsive to log¢dl ‘concerns is still piramount ;md will be
addresscd in the ways d1<;cu‘s ’ed above. ~ v
L, R . . ’ R

Recommendod Measures for ‘g.tle'-qpecific Goals

0

>
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. In Mgt of tﬂt' above‘ cons;deratlc’m a &mprehen51ve set

meht in key\are!,\ the final

ish™ the impgrtange of-"differences” in site chaﬁacterlst,lcs,

R

s

. optfon of the s¥es. The areas are: . @ .
- ' . ; . e ’ - °. T YL s - s
‘,'/io School fBadiness” * oo o -
¢ e Productiveé lanqua¢ compet@tc*e v -
> ° r’lexﬂ)!ifity in & -app.llcatlon of 1nfomat10n .

‘.\ process 19(1 ’.Sjtrat

1es ¥

“
. .
» ° .

' hoo]L iteagj(ness. Tho initial step in selecting an instrument

' ‘_to ne sure readiness was to"def;,ne -thqﬂ)ehavuors or ab111t1es -
which, con';tﬁ.tute "school rcadlﬁess. Anderson and Messigk '(1974) ’

2

. 2
-
a

-~

- ..’ important to. fupctioning in -and olt of schopl. This ¢
'( - might- 1nc-lude a basit- -und stanchng ofw physical.laws,

preschool curriculum literature, gd child development experts
were. cdnsulte.d ~1r‘1‘ arr1v1n.q'ayt thn ollowing dsfi’nition

‘

i School ‘readiness typ1¢a119 encompasses the Chlld'

aqer approprlate acqulsltion of Bihe yisual d‘.Lscrlm- L

R ination skills; beq1nn1nq recogn itign-of numbers and-} i
.+ letterse and ,a basic undarstandlng of guantitativ ’ o
v concep’ts. Ixf addition, . readinegss implies the child
- possesses a ‘reasonable™ deqree o‘f knowledge in*areas

rulas of health -and safa vthe*'phy51cal and social «
‘er(v1ronment, agﬁi’ﬁractlcgl arts, . . '

-
.
B

[}
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}‘ In a rév1 f other-\Head St!trt‘ evaltgtlons and the battery
conal,gere

for the Nafional -Day: Carée study several pre-,
Gh klnéo’rgarten instrumen weregidentified .whlchﬁpuld be
uw;,her eongidered. Of thés, the Deabody Pltture Vocabular
Test,' Preschool’ Inventory,- and Nenve? Developmehtal Screerung
st -regeived consideration for possme use 1n“sq.te specific
batter s . Afthough its gse Tiwr\reskricted -t,o small. k¢ale ’
FeogaTd cmd a standardiz

F X

tion st éy, the CIRCUS éAnder,*;oa/ et.
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al., 1974),-with hlgh recémiendations from OCD also became a
potentfal candidate. When compared in terms of content, scope
and psycho tric.characteristics with the above preschpol measures,
the CIRCUS is seen as Similar, but in somé respects ‘more ~§ophis«-
ticated. Although the - Standardlzatldn sample was heavily biased , --
toward whlte, tddle- SES‘chnldren, the,  use of this instrumelggte
19 the PDC eqnl’ tlop may generate valuable information concerning
., its aﬂ.rqprlate s for lower- SES, black children. ( Singe this
® Anformation mlght also contribute to futute Head Start evaludtions,
certain CIRq}S sybtests are recommended for use in ‘site- specific
batteries. A, brlgf description of t instgument is provided
, below and 'mo a detailed description of its psycHometric quatities
is prov1ded In the appendix. =+
. N sl - )
:'- . The CIRCUS-is an. assessment: battery deeeloped by Edncatlonal “_
. Testing Sérvice.(Anderson, et al., 1974) for preprlmary ch&}dren,
"The battery 1irclydes &6 diagnostic measlres desidned to assess
- - gpec1fxé§c0gn1tlve, language and petrceptual motor characterastlcs
of preschool and kindergarten chlldren. The authors used.:the theme
© . ¢f d*circus’ to represent their “basic ‘pencil and paper testing
format. JFhis ’Hlayﬁ appeal to the 1r¢e'reSt of the preprlmary child,
" thus assisting in ma1nta1n1ng his/hér attentifon.’' With the S
exception of two subtests all can be group-administered by a
teacher.or trained para fassional. ~Currently, a Spanish version
of the CIRCUS is under development by ETS. . .
— 4
Although the"author” dbs€rihe the CIRCUS as a "com rehensite,
- flexible progran -of assessment services for .preprimary children,"”
‘testing constraints and ‘the prncC selection criteria, led’to selectingw
’ onlv those suhtests vvhich assess school readiness rather ‘than * - .
“ recommendlnq the complete battery. This-is possible. partly .
‘because’ the, authors designed their-instrument to allow the separate .

L

N

use of* various subtests to measure specific areas. :The tests
- reqommendbd for assessment of gehool readinggs are lis and, ;
“described helow. A fuller account. of thelr\content and psycho-° .9

metric features may be found in the appendlx.

>

e lloy Much mﬂg How ? . This. sufjtest was deveioped |
/1 iany F B

to assess the child's understanding of’ qﬂantltatlve‘

. : concbpts. The child is first asked; select from
L 7N ‘amdng three choices the picture whi orrectly
.. Jdegjcts the.number dof objects-that a numeral repre- "
: 'sents The setond component _gsks the child to choose , -
) \Epa/fgngerﬂ smallest, £irst or bettom opject in "order -
L o0 assess!his/her comprehenslo;f,of quantltatlve - ;
v ~ vocahula%y. e ’

5=" " e Findr_g Letters and Numbers. . This subtest dsks the -
child to select.f?ﬂﬂramong three ghoices fhe letter
. .. Or number named by Uu;ﬂester. -
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e low wof;ZaVorl " This subtest focuses 'oh the structure , :

{svntax or word, ordetr) of lanauage and the fun tlon -
words (prep051tlnns,.ant1cles, pronounsr,con]unctlons)
vhich a sentence may cGntaln in erder to assess the
child's receptive VOcabulaqy. The child is asked to
* 8  choose hetween two pictures ‘the one that the tester
¥ has described._in a sentence. S -

. D . e
e 0 ¥ou Know...? This subtest contains informagion .
Ttarms on health ‘and safety, physical and social env14€n— ‘
. ment, consumer.hehavior.or othor factors relevant ‘to
. the Chlld [ functhnlng in and out of school. The
tester requc"tf the child to chogse from among three
options thft picture which best applies to a given ) .

%

o questiom or statement. For example, the child may o .

..

‘and Kirk, »'4969) does not gppr- ar to assess the type of productlbn »

- ‘he asked,."Which one of these is SAFE to play with?" * -

The Chlld then chéqses the apprqgriate responSE\from_ ..
, pictures of a hoék'bf'matches, knife and ‘a , spoon.

' » R

" While the admlnlstratlon of these ‘subtests in the&r complete form
- mirght be desrrable “for evaluation purpose§}~the total - time -f.. - — - —-

involved (approxlmately 60 miputes) would cause the total testlng .
tlme‘to become excess1ve at sites where these objectl'es are 'to
be assessed Since PDC sites receiving thi® bettery™are “imple-
mentlng curricula which phasize different aspects of school
readiness, eaak s1te may elect only one or two subtests. ‘
e . . ‘ .4
. Productive language competence. Language experts p01nt out
¢ the dangérs.of attemptlng to assess "natural” lakguage in a
standardized settin Nevertheless, the importance of the attempt
‘18 nogkdenled Onei.idely%used measurxe {(the IPPA Verbal Expres-
sion subtest--Kirk, McCarthy, and Kirk,-1968; ParaskevopOqus

déscribed in the goals ques .onnaire: ' “competence in the narra-
tive use of language demonstrated by creatively telling a ‘story’ .
about a .given event or experience." Furthermore, the ITPA has
-received serlouzgirltlclsm from a number of quafE\rs .
CarrolI 1972, erson anpd Guestb 4970) iﬁf :

. » . .

Competence in narrative language has been assessed in-a

v » number of Fol}ow Through evaluations using procedures developed-

‘a

by Some of tlhye Follow ‘Through sponsors (e.g., Abrams, Rhodes,
and Tanaka, 1973; Gould; .1974; Eove, 1975), but they have not -

.been_ adapted for preschool aged chlldren. : v
<L »
' The Say and Tell ‘subtest of CIRCUS has a part that assesses s
t"nairatlve use of language" ‘by asking the chlld to ‘make up.'a
story ‘about a draw1ng of a busyqtlrcus ring. - The ‘story is . . N
recorded. verbatim ‘and scored according to -the nunbe&;of words,
numbér of dlfferent words, .usé of.labels,: verbs,‘modlflers, . .
syntax, sequence, plot extens1on,"prganf2.t10n, feeling, rhythm
. » LU s . - \.\‘ ‘ "\"

H
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- » . o" . .

.
| R - ) . ,
., t . s ‘. / M. 2 .
? - s . 8 ’ : : Y
{ ' ' . . . - L R _J' - .
. ! i . . - i - ; . )
. . - :



i

{

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

. . ‘ L3 - _ . -
and cadence, comparlson, character extension and spatlal words.%
here appears to be some-question-as to the sultabiulty of either
the story elicitation procedure or thg%scorlng criteria since,7.

. of the 12 ,criteria were seldom jgeen in the preschool and kinder-

garten stories -(fewer thaam 20% 0f the stories/contained. these
€lements). Furthermore, there-appeared to be little difference
between preschool and kindergarten levels in the percent of
stories containing the eleménts. -This.was also true for three e
summary measures: total wbrds (mean of 41.7 for preschool, 43.1
‘for K); nupber of different words (26.2 for preschool, 27.1 for
K); and narration, qualasty (4.12 for preschool, 4.11 for K).

The small difference between children one year apart suggests

the measure may not be particularly semsitive to program effects. -

Experience 1n using the same CIRCUS picture to elicit written
sstories' from older children-in Follow Through suggests that the
picture may’ be too- "busy" and not appropriate for eliciting
orgenized, sequencdd Stories (Abrams, Rhodes, and Tanaka, 1973).
E
Since productlve language is an important goal forg¢at least
-one PDC sjte (and» it may be’ fof sites that did not respond to

the goals questlonnalre) and since several Follow Throudgh sponsorsk

have completed considerable developmental work of productive
laniduage measmres for the elementary grades, it. is recommended

. that Say and Tell be llsted asg an optlon for site-specific batterles

so that additiénal psychometric data cdn be obtained &uring the
pilot phase. 1In addition, however,’ it is recommended.that an. .
adaptation of ‘the Fellow Thsough procedures be developed for

Head Start-age children and made avalilable on an experimental "basis”

By carefully considering ¢he sto elicitation technique (e.g.,
real- objects might be glven-to chrildren to play with befare
~«asking them to narrate a story) and scoring crlterla approprlate
for Head Startsage children; it should be- possible to have, a 4
testing procedure available by fall which W1ll addreés this *
$ite-specific ﬁgncern v , BN .

this ,fall to:sites ‘that.are partillarly concerned with this goal.

Flexibility~in‘the_agplication‘of inférmation processing
strategies, Anderson and Mdsgick defined 'this flexibility as. 4.

follows: "The child recognizes that there are different approaches

to ‘exploring the environment and to ob®aining'and processing
information from it, he recogﬁlzes that "these approaches are
differentially effective in different situation§, .and he applies
these approaches ! leX1bly,and approprlately...W1thout being
locked into habltual.modes of perceiving and thlnklng (Anderson
.and’ Messick,. 1974, ps, 291).

" THe Rand report dlspussed sevefql constructs related te
this competency by considering. flexibility 'in. response, to boti

. ‘nonperson;}kand 1nterpersonalvst1mu11. Several measures weg
L. ri=-

recommend by Rand, but most of them were developed as ex

mental technlqﬁes to measure components of "flexibility." &
disadvantage’ shared b} all the measures!is the artificiality «
of” the structured testing 51£uatlon. In the Concept-Switching

Py
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lnqk of “igler and deLabry (1962), for® example, the child is
.- asked to sort and resart a set of- concept qards. In*addition’
! to représenting only a,narrow aspect of flex1b111ty, there 1s
° Spme: question as to whother the,decenterlng requlred by such* a’y *
task makeb 1t suitable for: preoperatbonal children: in. another
ared, prSCDtlng chlldren with~ 51tuatlons where multlple solutlons rs
are possible (e.g., the "unusual uses" type of test), Rand' “fouynd
no measures to recommend. . . i e

.
z A . N R

1f~ftex1b1]1ty of. response to lnterperSonal stimuli is,con- N
sidered, the PIPS test, which is recommernded ‘as a measlre of A
social prdblem-solylng, mdy very well be relevant to the i ’
"flexibility! goals of some programs. The classroom observatlon ’
system also includes behavior categorles that. address aspetts .
of flClelllty Category 6 ("uses peef as resource") ‘codes . a

‘. whethey tHe child asks for help before or after axtemptlng to {//f?

- rd

. solve a "problem. . - . . .

’

» Althoygh these few measures may not satlsfy the needs of .

. . programs with a strong interest. in assesfing’ this competency,'

. ~ given the medsurement problehs in this area*an the .constraints
on:test development efforts, it is recommended/that, no additional -
measureés be selécted for the assessment of "f ex1b ity in the *°
appllCdtlon of inforrmation proce551ng strate ies.'

) » Audi tody discriiidbtion. “As .mentioned”in the sgction on v g
‘ . psychomotor measures, no auditory Qescrlmlnat'on or Visual per- ~
ception measure.1$ ‘recommended - for the basi ttery-. .- Thus, to ’

| B accommodate sites that might be nte;ested thisg p%rtlcular,."y‘ .

’ psychomotor arka, the Wepman, Auditory Disc¥fmination Task will .

RN be available as a sitg- epedlflc opthC. T )
, i ) Cy , . ..

~ Procedures for Implemenbing Site-Specific Batteries " S

. - e N -
. .

- ' Since sitd pec1f1c measures are, by deglnltlon‘ necessary
.+ .only 1f sites Aire 'to be assessed with those measures,-a pro-
cedure has ‘been deXeloped for oBtaining input from sites regaralng
the proposed meaguores. XA description of each hstrument and an
line of procgguxes will De prepared-hy July 15 These. will be
S to all PD@ rograms with a letter,@escrlblng the pdrpose of
the site-speci ! batteries, and a request for'a response by '
¢ August 1 1f the-Aite wishes one or more-of these measures ‘to be:
ingluded 1in their battery. This amount of lead, time is needed
to prepage the ngcessary test booklets and materials and to make’ '
arrangements for tester tralnlng Sltes‘w1ll have to be somewhat
limited in' the, number of measures they can‘'as o be evaluated
. with dince there are llmlbatlons 1n the total time avaiflable ‘4
for ttstlng . : . .
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T SUMMABQ\eF RECOMMENDED 'MEASURES *, > ' B

v

‘Social~Emotional®*Measures ] . B

“w '

e lxgéd Inter\uew* ) & > .
chool Inj erpersonal PIOblem<SblV1ng Test | g »
- Steohens Delfyys Reinforcement Coéntingency. Interv1ew '
. ' Pupil Observatlon «£hecklist’ J L . .o “
e Child Rating Sglle* - - v
. DC Classroom servation System* R , v
. . ., - S 4
__— Péychom“gr Development Health and ‘Wutrition Measures - Lo .
. . @" - N
- BlocK Bu1ld1ng (MSCA) . . 7 - ~ . R T
- . Draw~A-Child «(MSCA&) - w ) . .oE
! Co Coriceptual Grouping (MSCA) IR ' - .o
Leg Coordimmtion (MscA) =~ R o e, -
Arm Coordination. (MSCA) . e o, '
- Block Design (WISC) =~ - .- - ) v
- Block Desi (WPPSI). . T v . . o
o o Health and utrition Rec&rds .o s ’ :

' T ,
. Cognitive and Language Measures - L .

> ®. _ Block Design (WISC) R .\l ) .
‘ Block Design (WPPST)-I . aN , ‘
‘ Conceptual Grouping (MSCA) ' : o e ' . ©

"¢ <. Merbal Memgry (MSCA) ) " - : E " - T
'"\‘ ,Verbal Rluency (MSCA) - . ‘ . , ¢ - T -
' Opposite Anal@gles (MSCA) P . o Y e

.
. N A 3 4

Teacher and Parent Meesures T . o ) o

- N

.
LA o s * o)

S ‘Teacher Survey* - a v . I :
Parent Survey ) o, . , LN, - ’ o }f‘ .
Bilingual/BlCultural‘Measdreé N "l‘

N N S : ) ’ .
Blllqgual .Syntax Measure- .0 T ‘ . -
PDC Classxeom Observat102~8ystem* > . S

<

Measures ﬁgk\$1te d;elelC Batterles : ~ .o P R ‘}' ﬁ}

¢ ~ N
.. How Much and How Many (CIRCUS) -~ Lo ) ' S
e Finding Letters.and Nuhbeérs (CIRCUS) ’ \»,

How Wordg Work (CIRCUS), .. '~ Jot e, e T .
Do You Know (CIRCUS) ¢  : , ! v SRIREEN “

* Say and Tell (CIRCUS) = = "~ ¢ : o
Wepmaq Aud1t6ry Dlscr1m1nation Teét - N :

»
. -t a - . L , .
. y ? . -t ©
A ] = 1

. L]

- *To be devéloped. . ' T L e
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< Pre

school Interpersonal Problem-Solving Test

PUBLISHER O
ADDRESS:

CONTENT: S

DESCRIPTION:

R AUTHOR: Shure and Spivak > '

L}

Hahnemann Medical College and Hospital
- . L T
ocfal-emotional: social prob%em—solving .

) -
<

The PIPS attempts-to assess the child's ability to name
~ alternative solutlons to two life-related types of '

* problems: (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 attendlngﬁthe Philadelphia Get Set day
care program those judged as better adjusted .by their
teachers were able to asnceptualize a greater number and a

wider range of alternative solutions to real life. problems

than could their more pqorly adjusted classmates'
irrespective of sex types. PIPS scores have ‘also related
to the child's general concern for the feelings.of
.others (empathy), the degree to which he was liked by
his/her peers, and to a lesser extent, the degree of
. general initiative and autonomy shdwn in the classroom.

. AGE RANGE: 4 to 5 'year olds - ) ‘ . ‘**/
- .y » . . B l « -
ADMINISTRATION: ' Test time: 20-25 minutes . ‘ * ,
. Group or individual: 1Individual ’

VALIDITY:

-«

RELIABILITY

Who administers:  Trained tester

How administered: Interview )

"" Response mode: Verbal ' z=

Comments. Multiethnic pictures are 1nc1uded to fac111-

tate responses

'Validity for the PIPS is claimed by the authors: because

aignificgnt 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 adlustment exhibitéd in the classroom. There is
a low but significant correlation betyeen, the Peabody .
picture- Vocabulary test (PPVT) and PIPS scores (r = 38, A
p<.0l). , No correlation was observed between degree of ver-
ballzatlon rand, PIPS. . , , ,
: Iﬁ%er—rater reliability = .86-.89
~Test-retest: 180 children were retested after a period
‘ of 3.5 months. Reliability coefficient =
‘+59 according to”the. authors, &his evidence,
indicates that PIPS tést measures a property
‘of thought that temains relatlve}y stable
+ for long pe:aodS'of time.

\ .
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NORMS: - Over a four-year period, a total of 469 ;pner'c1ty four-.
. year olds (220 boys and 249 girls) have been -administered
N ‘ the PIPS between the month's of November. and January. .Based
on cumulative percentages it was possible to determine cut-
off scores for, differentiating between behavior categories
of adjusted, 1mpuL51ve and inhibited.

* SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: Shure and Spivak. Preblem-solving think-
. ! , ing and adjustment among disadvantaged.-—

e . Child Development’--1971, 42, 179-180.
Social Adjustment of Young Chlldren,

. e ' ) Spivak and Shure, 1974. ‘
PERMISSION ,TO USE CAN BE OBTAINED FRQM: 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
X L 1127 Lincoln Ave. - .
Evansville, Illinois 47114 :
CONTENT: Social-emotional: locus' of control }
. z 1
DESCRIPTION: This measure taps a child's expectancy thag/hls own -
" behaviop-would change, the probability that reinforcement
might &gccur; that 1s, if he changes his behavior, will
. his teachers', parents'.or friends' attitude or
. behavior change as a result. Forty questions have
been used (but a shortened form of 20 questions js
possible) posinmg reinforcing-type events, e.g. "What
makes mothers smile?" Responses are coded "1nternal
‘o if answered, "When I..." and "external” when answered,
. . " "When Daddy (or someone other than self)...". This
- test has been used with Head Start chlldren as well as
575 second graders from Follow Through classes and
middle-class schools. :Subscales are possible for
teachers, parents, and peers. . ' . .

AGE RANGE: 4 years through lO_years

ADMINISTRATION: Test time: - 10 to 23 minutes

" Group or Individual: ® Individual
wWho, adanlsters _Trained testert:
How admlnlstered Interview
Response mode: 'Verbal, free-respormse _
. y/ . ¢ -
VALIDITY: Dﬁscrlmlnpntt Thil test was related -cansistently with I.Q.
' . tegts of preschoolers. o
Convergent: The gvidence is inconsistent. Locus of control °
rs to be a multi-dimensional construct for
chl'gren as well as adults.

RELIABILITY: ?Subsca%gs Lntercorrelate .70.
Inter-rater reliability was .98. )
.Test-retest rellablllty after 4 months was'.62.

Y -t -

NORMS: 41 Ss from Head Start, classes were found to be significantly
Iess internal than 45 middle-class children. Internality
increases with age. ! . ‘e
Disadvantaged Ss = igﬁi -Advantaged Sg = ‘14.2. - ’ , e

\ -N o ; s
' \: . . ‘ 89 . o I
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§OURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: Roblpson,\J P., and Shaver, P. R. Measures‘
' of social psychologlcal attitudes. Univer-
sity of Michigan Institute for Social

Research, Ann Arbor, 1974.

PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE.OBTAINED E€OM: Mark Stephens




" CONTENT:

*

y

P

A\

PUBLISHER OR .AUTHOR:

ADDRESS:

Social-emotional:

’. . s
. - - - -

Pupil bbservation Checklist (POCL)

HIgh/Scope Educatlona} Research’Foundatlon

600 N. River Street . .
Ypsilanti, MI 48197 * ’

-

-

Test-taking. behavior .- .

DESCRIPTION:

AGE RANGE®=

'

ADMINISTRATION:

' 4
VALIDITY:

-RELIABILITY"

f‘.-

This is a -ratfng scale of nine 7-point bipdla% adjectives
developed. forfjthe:.Home Start evaluation from a 25-item
scale used irff Follow Through. Two factors (labeled

'*'"Test Orientdtion" and "Sociability") were found con-

sistently across. several tIme points in the Home Start
evaluation.?® !

14

Used for 3 to'6 year 014 children; probably suItable L
for older children as well. _ . ¢

Test time: 5 mlnutes of tester's time per child
Group or’ individual: Child is not involved

Who administers: No training necessary

How administe®®d: Rating scale .

Response mode: NA - ©o !

rd

No information

,Internal congistency alpha above .90 for eacgh scale;
Tes&-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. . Sociability, above .50 for Home Start and:
control group, .36 for the Head Start sample

NORMS::

SOURCE IN WHICH DEQCRIBED:

PERMISSION TO UéE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM:

Scale scores avallable for samples of Homeé Start, control
and- Head- Start children at various time points, e.g., pretest
scores available on a total of ¥652 children from age 3 to s
5 1/2 at 6-month Intervals. Co . - . ‘ k
Deloria, ,. €t al., The National Home
Start Evaluation; Interim Report 1IV:
Summatlve Evaluation Results, Report to
. - * OCD, HEW,' June 14, 1974 O

LI

Research Department, -
Kiqh/Spope Foundation . , .

. e

&
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. v McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities - , o
’ PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR: Dorothea McCarthy . -
. ADDRESS :« Psychological Corporstion -
. 304 Bast 45th®Street - : , :
| © New York, New vork ' 10017 . % -

.o .
J CONTENT® Cognitive, Psychomotor /
DESCRIPTIONS: Series of tasks tapping-problem-solving, psychomotor,
and conceptual abilities similar, to the Wechsler scales,
‘ ' : hut-with emphasis ‘on.age- related maturational indicators.
N B Tests of general abilities, some of which may be sub-’
Ject to program effsgts.

. AGk RANGE : ©2-1/2 years through 8-1/2 years , o -

ADMINISTRATION: -Test time: 40 minutes total - -
o - Group or individual:- Individual
Who administérs: Trained tester 7 -
| : 'How administered: Testing .
.Response mode: Variable, depending on task--verbal
) and motor performance

Comments: . - Relatively few black-white dlfferences
L " 4n scales encourages use with disadvan-
* : : . taged
/ C 8

VALIDITY: Test is too new,for major validation studies. Manual
presents high p051t1ve correlation (.70-.85) of total

) score with WPPSI, Stanfbrd-Binet, and moderate correlatlons
w1th first grade achievement tests (.30-. 49) -

RELIABILITY: Intercorrelatlon of subtests and stablllty coef£1c1ents
v for .indi'vidual subtests are nog presented in the manual.
3 Rentfrow, et. al, (1972) present re-test qorrelations
= - and subtest-total correlation$ .which are-high and pos1¥ﬂ
tive for most subtests-chosen.
*NORMS: | Standardized'on 1 032 children selegcted ag represéntative of .
u.s. pOpulatlon\(geography, urban rural ethnic background,
father's occupatlon) ¥ \ \
BOURCE IN WHICH DESLRIBED: McCarthy Scales of Childrgn's Abilities
St ; * Manual (McCarthy, Dorothea, 1970)

.
. s
, ¢

PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM; Psychological Corporation
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Wechsler Intelllgence Scale for Children, 'Block Des;g_ (sqpteab
Y
' R }
PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR David Weschler .: L
-ADDRESS: . Psychological’ Corporation )
P 304 East 45th Street .
i New York, New York 10017
" CONTENT: Cognitive, Psychomotor 3’
DESCRIPTION;x Task consists$ of .child's reproducing (constructing)
5 ‘designs with colored blugfs (cubes) either modeled by
‘the examiner or presentedxon a card. The measure taps
problem-solving abilities, flexibility in response style,/
v1sual motor organization and execution.

-

»

D
AGE RANGE:r 5 years through 15 years

- ADMINISTRATION: Test time: 10 minutes (timed items)
Group or individual: Indijvidual

- . Who administers: Trained tester ,

: How administered: Testing * !
Response mode: Manual performancef manlpulatloé of |

. . objects ,
. - - /
VALIDITY: Studies were not repotted for this subtest alone. //Concurrent
' validity of overall wise scores: coxrelates highly with ’

Stanford-Binet (r=.80's) in many, stﬂﬂles studiés of pre-
.dictive validity have not been rep¢fted "

J

-

RELIABILITY:
\\.. ,

sented in the manual, all-in the .BS rang
Design correlates in the .50-.65 range with the Full
Scale I.Q. sgore at various ages.

-

»
\

'standardized on.a representatlve selectlon af U S. White child-
ren {(based on geogrhphy, urban-rural, &hd qbcupatlon} There

were 2,200 children in the sampIe /

SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: Wechsler Intelllgence ‘Scale for Chlldren
Manual {Wechsler D., 1919) , i

. PERMISSION TO USE Cﬁg BE QBTAINED FROM Psycho ical Corporation

¢t




. - Wechsler, preschool and Prlmary Scale of Intell;gence, Block

Pesign (éuthStT' . : .=

£, .

- - . [ 4
PUBLISHER OR QUTHOR. Psycholodical Corporatlon B N
ADDRESS: , 304 East 45th Street ‘ - ”

’ L4

New York, New .York 10017

.
¢
- -~

CONTENT: Cognitive, Psychomotor
DESCRIPTION: Task co 51sts of ch%}d S reproduc1ng (constructlng)
' " . designg with flat colored blocks gither from examiner's
model br picture on a card. The measure taps problem-
: solving abilities, flexibility of response style, v{§ual-
) {L i motor organization and executlon. »
[ [

AGE RANGE: 4 years through 6-1/2 yehrs - '

. ‘ I

‘ADMINISTRATION: Test time: 10 minutes (timed items) ' J
’ Group or- individual: Individual . - ' ‘
‘Who administers: Trained tester
How administered: Testlng
. Response mode: Manyal perfo mance, manrpulatlon of
objects . '

VALIDITY: - Studies have not fully examlnecf the validity of this subtest. -
Predictive: Studies with adequate sample sizes haven't
: been reported, '~
, Cgncurrent: Correlations with the Stanford-Binet and the
Full Scale'I.Q. are reported in the .70-.80 “
range. . ' ‘ .
RELIABILITY: Test- retest rellabllltles for Block De51gn for age 5 1/2
o ..~ children is reported in the manual (r=.77). ~Block
correlates with Full Scale I.Q. at .50-.65 at various
€ \ ages. / : . ' ‘
NORMS: Norms were reported for representative selection—of 1,200 il"
U.S. children stratified by geographic region, ethnic back-
ground, and father's occupation. TN
. 4
SOURCE IN-WHICH DESCRIBED: Wechsler Preschool, and Prlmaéx Scale of
. o e Intelligence ManuaIA*Wechsler, D. 13967)

PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM: Psychological Co;goratiqn'
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Bilingual Syntax Measure

.
.ov®

PUBLISHER OR ‘AUTHOR: Marina Burt, Heidi Dulay and Eduardo Hernandez -

ADDRESS: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich, Inc- .
) » ' New York, New York , . . _ : ,
CONTENT: Langu N ’ - - ‘ ~
. /; ‘ T . d
DESCRIPTION sThls test 1s designed:to mea§ e children's oral pTo- L 3
o f1c1ency in English and/or szgésh grammatdcalvstructures
by using natural speech as a basis for making judgments.

Simple gquestions are used with cartoon-type colored*
plcturgs to provide the framework for a conversation with
‘the child. An analysis of the c¢hild's speech yields a - T
numerical indicatox'and a qualltatlve description of

the child's structural language prof1c1ency Responses

are written down veérbatim. o N
AGE RANGE: 4 years ;hrdugh 9 years ") o . -
1, ' t . ' .
ADMINISTRATION: Test. time: * 10-15 migutes ’ :

Group ox individual: Individual
Who administers: No training necessary (must be

o ‘ bilingual) 3
' How administered: Inpterview %e: ¢
’ Response\pode. Oral ' ' )
. - Comments This test dan be used as a test ‘of language ’
7 . dominance as well as a test of-the degreé

, . of malntenance or loss of cextain basic

- ' Spanish’ gramqatlcal structures in dhlldrén
. . ~ who ZFcquired Bpanish. 5

YALIDITY: High face validity. The Rationale and TechnicaI'Report )

' " was not available at the time of this writing.

NORMS: Norms on 2,300 English- speaking children ana,Z,OOO‘Spanish*
' speaking - chlldren tested in March 1974 are available from .
the publlshers. .. o = - T
] /“'
' PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE\?BTAINED 'FROM: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich
. §
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~ CIRCUS, 5ubtest: How Much and Hé;-Manx - .

PUBL;SHER OR AUTHOR: Educational»Testing Service
ADDRESS: . o Princeton,, New Jersey

= -
) . .

CONTENT: chr'litive' e . : .

. .

. ° - g toe =
DESCRIPTION.. Chlld is presented w1th sets of plctures and- must chpose -
. the picture in each sét which illustrates the approprlate

Toa " humerical or relational concept. Authors ¢laim.the- test
measures these concepts and child's comprehengion of the-.
e _ vocabulary used in the items. . qi'“_ v -
- AGE RANGE; Preschool and kindergarten N\ ’ N
ADMJNISTﬁgTION: Test time: 20 minutes - ) - )
. N Group or individual: Group °
' L Who administers:: Teacher ' '
-~ 1 ’ . How-administered: Testing L ’
7 . Response mode: , Peneil and paper -
’ : " ' Comments: Quantative concepts measure is confounded
; w1th vocabulary comprehen51on. © e

A .

“_, ) VALiD;TY:’ No studies reported. Validity claimed by authors on the
- importance of the varlables measured (face validity).

RELIABILITY: Reported split—hal : r=.88, .87 — e B
' Reported Alpha: r=.87, .88 . . "o tf .
NORMS: Standard}zatlon on 567 kindergarten chlldren and 582 'nursery -
school «children from four geographic areas’ of the U.S/ Slnce
actual sample was based on returng from selected classes,
-sample is biased by those tests ﬁhich were returned (i.e.,
White, middie-class). . - ~

- ) . ;

—-SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: CZRCUS Manual and Teéﬂnical Report .
. _ o : (Anderson, et‘al., 1974) ‘

’

’ PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE OB?AINED FROM: Educat10na1 Testlnq ‘FrV1ce

b .
. .

.
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CIRCUS, subtest: Finding Letters and Numbers
— |, _ —— :
. ) , , ) P . . .
PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR: ' Educatjonal, Testing .Sexrvice
ADDRESS: . . Princeton, New Jersey oo

-

. ¢
' CONTEN?) Cognltlve
DESCRIPTION. Chlid is pgesented with sets of plctdges of
. humbers and chooses the ,appropriate resporise
ing the letter or number the teacher has'n

numbers,. and as such, 1s 'a readiness test.

0 . [4

N
AGE RANGE : Preschool anqﬁklndergarten : Y

ADMII\]ISTRATION' Test time: 20 m#nutes
. Group o individual:. Group
. Who administers: Tedcher
-How administered: Testlng
Response mode:’ Chlld points Oor names correc
< Comments$:

LY

.

late of recognition-of letters and'numbers,
v . . not\tested. - )

. t .

VALIDITY:- Not available (see previous page) .

4 RELIABILITY- Reported Spllt-half r=.86/

NORMS ;. Standardlzatlon on‘290 klndergarten chlldren'and 546" nursery -
school children from four geographic areas of the U.S.. Since
actual sample was based on returns f rom seiected classes, -
sample is blased by those tests whlch were ‘returned (i e.,
, . White, middle-class). .

SOURCE 1IN WHICH.DESCRIBED: CIRCUS'Manual and Technlcal Repbrt
) o . ‘ ) {Anderson, et al., 1974)

-

. i . , ..I» )
PERMISSION TO USE éAN BE GBTAINED FROM: Education4d Tesﬁing‘Serv;ce
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SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRI@ED.

PERMISSION Td/bSE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM

school children from fgQur
actual sample was based on
sample' is biased by those tests which wefé r
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CI1RCUS, subtest: How Words Work * -
s . X S . - : :
"« PUBLISHER OR‘AUTHOR: Educatlonal Tesolng Sgrv1ce -
ADDRESS: o -, . ~'.Ptrlncetotr New:Jersey' . ‘
oy I " BV S ‘
CONTENT: Cognrtlve . S ., oot -
‘ 3 v e
DESCRIPTION- €hild llstens to teacher réading a sentence and- then
N _chooses 'the approprlate picture whigh. illustrates the
functional words . in that sentenceu Funct10na1’Words
include prep051t10ns, conjunctlons,,and pronouns. .
Authors describe this tdsk- as tagplngﬁt number of
aspects of.- functlonal language. .
'AGE RANGE- Preschool and krndergarten . s :m e f )
S\ . - , pEVIES N .
ADMINISTRATION. Test time: "2Q mlnutes ‘ ~
Group ‘or individual: .Group
who adnunlsters- Teacher . 2
x How ‘administered: Testing .= "
. Resporise mode: Pencil and paper’ . T P
. ‘ Colments: Multiple concepts in each item anﬁ_neces-
) A\ » + sity for vocabularjcomprehension e
’ actual_scoress1mE0551ble'to interpret.®
VALIDITY: 'Not available . .. . S CL
RELIABILITY: Reported split-half:’ r=281 ™ ’
' Reported Alpha (1nternal consastency) r=’78
ol
NORMS: . ‘Standardization on 252 klndergarten chlldren and 594 nurSery .

igographlc aréas Of the W.S. - Since

eturns from selégted classes,

. . R -

L ’
"CIRCUS Manual and Technlcal“ReEort
(Anderson, et al.,, 1974)
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"CIRCUS, subtest! Do You Know..? . . A\ )
PUBL}SHER GR AU‘THORE Educatlonal.Testlng Serv1ce . i .
ADDRESS"' * o PrlnCeton, New 7r5ey .

. b . ) ' . |
CONTENT : Cognatlve . o . . . ’
4 Pl = " ' ~
-DESCRIPTION:‘ This is a general lnformatlon test. Child chooses
e appropriate picture which answers teapher [ questlon !

»

This task taps, the child's experience in a varigty ef A
. areas '(health, safety, social standards, consumer coh-
- © ' cepts). ’ . ’

. 1
‘AGE RANGE: - Preschool and kindergarten o !
.. ADMINISERATION: Test timé: 20 minutes -
. Group or indiyidual: =Group<-
Who administers: Teacher

.
A

. How administered: Testing ' " -
. -+~  Response mode: Paper’ and pencil ' .
Comments~ Obvious ceiling on a majorlty of items N -
. - for the standardization sample. No examin-

L . . ation of possible cultural bias in questlons
- ’ T . .and p1ctures - . "

VALIDITY: Not available

~-RELIABIL;TYE_ Reported split-half: r=.78 ~ * . T e
’ . Reported, Alpha (interal consistency)? r=,79 -
\

NORMS: ' Standardization on 286 klndergarten‘chlldren and 591 nursery
school ‘children from four geographic' areas of the U.S. Slnéa
actual sample was based on - returns,from selected classes,
sample is biased by those tests which were returned (i.e.

- 2~ White, middle- class) ! . B} ; ) ﬁi, . .
- N ‘ 4 '

SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: CIRCUS Manual and Technical Report C .
. - - ) /(Anderson, et al., 1974)

'

-~ .
PERMISSION TO USE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM: Educational'Testing Service g
. e - i B . {

L d




i

CIRCUS, subtest: Say and Tell

PUBLISHER OR. AUTHOR: Educationai Testing Service
ADDRFESS: . Princeton, New Jersey

-
s

éONTENT: Cognltlve ' . o ’

[ 3 - . .
[ ¥ g Ce o ,, S

DESCRIPTION: Part I of this test consists of two parts and taps
' children®s descr1pt1ve language abilities. 1In the-
first part the child ‘is given a.pencil and asked
attribute questions, e.g.|, "What color is it?"

in the se§tind patt the child,-is glven two pennies
and 1is ed to describe them. Scoying 1is, based on
categorles of attribute which’ the chiid mentlons.z'a

.

AGE RANG&: . Preschool and k1ndergarten o0

>
’

ADMINISTRATION: Test time: -5 minutes
- Group or .ndividual: Individual

Who administers: Teacher

How administered: Testing -

Response mode: Oral - b

Comments: Reported- test scores on the normlng ’

’ - sample of nursery school and k1ndergarten

childrgn fail to show improved performance-
with age.

N

.

VALIDITY: Not available .

f . . -

RELIABILITY = Reported split- half* Not available ¥
= Reported Alpha (1nternal consistency) :

4

NORMS : S%andardlzatlon on 541 klndergarten and 227 nursery schoQl, -
- children from four geographic areas of the U.S. Since+#
actual sample was based on returns from selected classes, =
Ssample is biased by those tests which were returned (i.e.,
. White, middle-class).

i

.SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED: CIRCUS Manual and Technical Report
. (Anderson, et al., 1974)
- ‘ . A e : -
, PERMISSION TO .USE CAN BE QBTAINED FROM: Edueational Testing -Service
\ \ : e :

L4
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"Auditory Discrimination Test. (ADT)"

PUBLISHER OR AUTHOR:

ADDRESS: > 950 East 59

- -

Language“Reséhieh AsSociation -
h

t treet, Box 95

“ .

Ch1cago, JIL 60%37

N W— ) . ) - i . —

CONTENT: Psychomotor , .
.'DESCRIPTION: Pairs of words, some:the sa soﬁe diﬁferent; are "
) .read to .the.child who is ,ask to respond "same" or
- "different" to each palr.-“A eparate score is obtained -

for errors on both typés of pairs.

-

AGE RANGE: 5 to 8 yéars

e

ADMINISTRATION. Teét time: 5 mi
, ‘Group or individ
Who administers:
. How administered:
Response mode:
VALIDITY: -

¢
L d

3 - .
nutes ... ~ -~
ual: ' Individual ,
Teacher . -
Testlng ‘ !
Oral . o : '

- .

. a . S, Ay ) . .
Validity is determipeg by performance on 'same word pairs;
auditory discriminatibn is ,determined by performance_ on

different word pairs.

Correiatlon Wlth 1ntek11genCe

tests is reported as r = 32,
I's

RELIABILITY:

NORMS: The-test has been normed on 533

Test—retest reliabil}py en 109 subjects: r =

o

91..

Children aged 5 years and

older from both urban-and non-urban backgrounds. o

- SOURCE IN WHICH DESCRIBED'

PERMISSIUN TO USE CAN BE OBTAINED FROM:

112 .

¥ - .

Bpros Slxth Mental Measurements Yearbook

»n .
Language Researoh Association,
* 950 East 59th Street, Box 95

Chlcago, IL 60637 .

Y
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