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roh-Follow-Through classroomS. Detailed results are reported fer each

of 11 PLAT variables. Analyses related to instrument validity are

~

L 13

also prosented (AA) o J S . R

********************************************************************#**

*

Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal ‘unpublishegd

*.*****‘*

%k %k %k

“ERIC S - |

materials not available from other .sources. ERIC'makes every effort
to* obtain thé best copy available. Nevertheless, items. of parginal
reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality
of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available
via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not
responsible for the quality of the orlginal document. Reproductlons
supFlled by EDRS are the best that can be pade from the original.
bR B R e L L e L e P L

: \ )
) : . B N

2 Ao Aok o o o ok o ook o ok ok o ok ok ok K




s

jED147837

¥

Research Rep ort
© The Productlve' .
Language Assess-

ment Tasks*
Design, methodology and ﬁnd-

of second
Through children’s written lan-
guage productlon.

-

In the spring of 1975, the High/Scope Produc-
tive Language Assessment Tasks (PLAT)were
> administered to virtually all second and third

grade children who had been enrolled in the
Follow Through program since entering

* wschool atfive of the centers sponsox‘ed by the
Foundation: Leflore County, Mississippi;

- Okaloosa County, Florida; P.S. 92, New York

and Central Ozarks, Missouri. The PLAT was
. also administered to groups of non-Follow
~  Through cKildren at four offtve sxtes‘ atone
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site, New York Cxty, it was not possxble to

sécuréa comparison group. On-site project
staff were responsible for the selection of

v

« non-Follow Through children. Although pro-

cedures varied somewhat from site to site, an

. attempt was made to roughly match rion-

-

Féllow Through with Follow Through chil-
dren on grade level, sex, ethnicity, economic
status, and residential mobility. Careful ex-
amination of selection procedures suggests

. that, in spite of matching, Follow Through

* children tend to come from more disadvan-

taged homes than non-Follow Through chil: »
dren at three of the four sites having com-
parison groups. The PLAT was administered
to all children in the sample. PLAT testers
were hired at each site and trained by High/
Scope staff. All testers had previous experi--
ence working with children of second an'd
third grade age. In addition to the PLAT,
standardized aptitude and achievement test

_data werg obtained on some children. Forthe

most part these data were obtained in local
school district testing. However, Stanford-
Binet Ihtelligence Scales were administered.
by psychologits under contract with High/
Scope at two sites. The major purpose of col-
lecting aptitude and ochlevement datd was to
further the development of the PLAT rather
thon to evaluate program effects.
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T HE PRODUCT!VE LANGUAGE Asssssmm{'m garp .
a measure of children’s abxll.tyto pre 6 o,
their thoughts and feelings throng Writén -
language as this is influenced by fHeir capac- )
ity to organize their experigncgh It bds two SN
parts—a Reporting Task arid. g apfating Task LT

In the Reporting Task;, childi en re givena e

set of unstractured mavlen s'oNd are asked to .
make anything they Warit.€Hildren may keep -’
what they have madg,/Aftgf about 20 minutes,

they are asked towrité gbout “how'they .
made” whateVerthe§ adé. In the Narrating - :
“Task, children afg'g en set felatively un- ‘
structured materigds tohelp them make upa
story. Aﬂer apouf15 minutes, theyareasked ., * - ‘

to write a# ma 6-believe or pretend” story. In 4

both tasks, cHildren are free to interact with ) ) S
one axfofﬁ during all parts of the tasks. i
s - Exls 4ng standardized tests of language

tive lang ly‘émge objectives of the High/ , '

Scogl Cognitivély Orienged Curriculum.

M eover, standardized language and reading
h’levemen't tests presume that all children .

s ould acquire specific language skllls and

spemfm vocabulary according to th same»

predetermined schedule, a presumption~

which contradicts the expectations for chil-

© dren in the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum -

at the primary grades ’ *e ‘
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-The PLAT was designed to measure ob-
jectives that are central to the Cognitively
Oriented Curriculum. Theé curriculum takes a
nondidactic approgch to language arts educa-
tion that emphasizes generative language
Processes (oral and written expression) rather
than language mechapics. Children use oral
and written language to represent their own .
experiences and to express their own ideas
and feelings. Reading builds upon writing

_experiences as children read what they have

writter or dictated themselves, then begdinto .
read what others have written in order to ob- -
tain information or simply for pleasure:
Teachers help children master standard Eng-
liskrsyntax. conventional spelling, punctua- .
tion, capitalization, and vocabulary as the-
need for these conventions emerges in the in-
dividual child’s-attempts to re present his own
thinking in written language and to'com- -
prehend the written language of others. This
approach to teaching the conventions of writ-
ten language is highly individualized and
frequently at variance with the grade-level
norms of achievement tests: . -

PLAT variables

Initial processing of writing samples pro-
duced 32 major first-order variables, 16 for
each task. Eleven second-order-variables—

- those analyzed in this report and described

below—were constructed from the first-order
variable set during subsequent computer -
processing. All but two of these variables

were derived by combining Reporting and
Narrating scores. The purpose of combining.
the two writimg'samples was to obtain a more
representative corpus of individual'written
language production and, thus, more reliable
individual measures. Specific criteria for
scoring are available from the High/Scope v
Foundation.

(1)Fluency —Fluency is an indicator of writing
facility apart from any consideration of writing
quality Cofputationally fluency = the mean

number of words 1n the valid texts of Reporting
and Narrating stories.”

{2) Syntactic Maturity—The syntax of oral and
written language undergoes fairly systematic
changes during childhood. Syntactic Matunty 1s
" estimated by measuring the average length of
T-units.in-children’s stories. .

A T-upit (Hunt, 1965) 1s a.single independent
predication {subject + verb + object if veglyis tran-
sitive) together with any subordinate clduses or * .
phrases that may be grammatically r¢fated to 1t. It
may be a simple or complex sehtencd but not a
compound sentence. In conversationland ‘writteri
dialogue, elliptical constructions are accepted as
T-unitsdf missing grammatical elements are clearly
implied by pfeceding T-units. The number of
T-units in a language sample represents the
number of grammatically complete statements.

Average T-unit length is determined by divid-
ing the total numberof words in a language sam-
ple by the total number of T-units. Research by
Hunt {1965) and O'Donnell, Griffin, and Norris
(1967) indicates that average length of T-unit is a
valid index of syntactic maturity in both oral and
written language production.

{3) Vocabulary Diversity—‘\/ocabulary Diversity 1s a

-~proportional measure of diversity in the vocabulary
of a language sample adjusted for length ofsample,,

{cf.. Type/Token Ratio in Carroll, 1964), Diversity is ~
computed first for each task then averaged across
tasks: -

= number of different words ‘

V2(number of decodable words)

(4) Descriptive Quantity—Descriptive Quantity rep- .

resents the total number of words and larger con-
structions which describe the attributes of and rela-
tionships between objects, persons, and events, It

* Isameasure of content rather than form. The com-. *

ponent variables are;
classification words

s

3

-
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subjective modifiers (Narrating Task onlyy

. space words.
time words
seriation word$

" physical quantity words
number words )

“

.

A

.

transformation-combination verhs (Repoﬁing

Task only)

-

A
expressions of class rel’ationship
occurrences of simile and metaphor

Descriptive Quantity is computed first for each task .
then averaged across tasks.

(5) Descriptive Density—-Descriptil ensity 1s's
measure of descriptive woris (definedwbove)as a

proportion of all decodable words in the text. Ex-
pressions of class relationship and similes
metaphors are excluded since they are not ex-
pressed through single words.

" {6) Descriptive Diversity—Descriptive Diversity is a
proportional measure of the diversity of descriptive
words (excluding class relationship and simile/ )
metaphbr) adjusted for the total number of descrip-
tive words in a language sample: .

number of different words
" V2{number of decodable words)

Descriptive Diversity is first com;')uted for each
task then averaged across tasks. :

!

{7) Descriptive Scope'—Descriptive Scope repre-
sents'the average number of descriptive categories
+ (see #4 above) used in Reporting and Narrating -
‘stories, disregarding how often each was used.
indicates the conceptual bre\adth of descriptions in
" reports and narratives, .

- =

* [8) Reporting Quality<—Reporting Qliality is de-
rived from analysis of Reporting stories arid repre-

- sents the degree to-which a report describes "how”

something was made. .

1 = report 1s irrelévant to task *

2 = report merely enumerates materials sed
- 3 = report describeswhat was made but not
how .
* 4 = report describes how something was made

(9) Narrgtive Organization—Narrative Organization
is derived from analysis of Narrating storiesand .
Aneasures the organizational quality of a narrative.

1 =T-units in narrative are unrelated
2-= T-nnits in narrative are related to one .
. another logically and thematically. but
~ thgre isno closure to the story (i.e., it
ht go on indefinitely):
, 3 = T-units are interrelated and the narrative
’ has closure

v
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(10) Explanatury Statements—This.sore represents
the average number of statemepts in reports and
narratives which express cause, rationales, and
purpose to exphein relatlonshnps attnbutes deci-
sions. and events. .

{11) Dec udablhty—Décodabnhty 1s a measure of the

degree to which a story can be decoded by areader

{in this case, scorers who are €xperienced readers *

of children’s writing). @. o
.=  number of decddable words 1n valid T-units

total number of words 1n language sample |

The denor unatdr includes all decodable words in
valid T-units, all nonsense words 1n valid T-units.
and all words in extraneous material.

All textual aralysis was done by trained te
High/Sco pe Foundation staff. Text was first * -
edited then entered into a computer pragram

at remote terminals in [gunit segments. Scor-
ets coded the edited text as it played back on,
the terminal. The computer program then tal-
lied all codes and computed all variables ex-
cept Reporting Quality, Narrative Organiza-
tion, and Explanatory Statements. |

" For the purpose of galculating mterscorer
agreement, 15 samples of writing from-the *
Reporting task and 15 from the Narrating task
were randomly selectedand coded by all . -
scorers. Since the coding of these storig oc-
curred throughout the coding period
matesof reliability apply to all data reborted
here.w -

Scormg rellablhty was high; intraclass
correlation coefficients exceeded 0.90 except
for Number of Words in Extraneous Material )
when sco®ed for Reporting stories where the °
coefficient was 0.89. These ﬁndmgs suggest =~
that all first.order variables are fully ;. . '
operationalized at this point in the develop-
ment of the instrument.

-«

~

Instrument reliability

Givén high interscorer reliability, there seems
little doubt that the PLAT is a reliable gfoup
measure, i.e., that mean PLAT scorbs for fairly

-~

o v n

large groups ofchlldren are rellable Though
as yet there has been no formal instrument re-
liability study, there are’indicatjons that the
PLAT will prove to be a reliable measure of
an individual child’s langugagé as well. The
evidence is adduced by reasoning backwards
from findings pertinent to the assessment of
instrument validity: ’ .

(1) When Follow Through children’s per-

-formance at second grade was-correlated with

their performance at third grade, moderate
stability in individual performance was
found.

(2) - Correlations between children’s per- .
formance in the Repdrting and Narrating tasks
suggest instrument teliability. The Reporting,

.

+ and Narrating tasks dre not alternate forms of

the same test; rather, they are designed to tap
presumably different dimensions of writtén
language production. Consequently, it was
not ‘'expected that performance on the two
tasks would be the same. However, it was an-
ticipated that some aspects ofwritten lan- ¢
guage produttion might generalize across
situations, assuming that a sufficiently repre-.:
sentative language sample was obtained ¢
within each task. Moderate to strong correla-
tions were found for Fluency, Vogabulary .
Diversity, Descriptive Quantity, Descriptive ’
Diversity, and Descriptive Scope. These
findings are at least comphatible with hlgh
instrument reliability.

(Instrument Validity), mdlcatmg consistently
higher performance by third gradefs
compared with second graders and.eorrela-
glons*of PLAT scores with aptitude and
achievement test scoresisuggest that the
PLAT belaveslike a reliable mstrument

¢ ~

Insfrument validity

The PLAT hat high content validity in that it
¢ samples the kind of language productio
couraged by the Cognitfvely Oriented
riculum and analyzes the language Wthh

children produce in curriculum-relevant

en-

‘r

.
¢

* . . (3} Findings reported in the next sectlon b

.
~

¢ . -

. - . N
~ways. Moreover, responses from educators not

assqciated with the High/Scope program - .
suggest that the PLAT has substantial, and
fairly general, face validity; i.e., it is an ap*
propriate measure of general educational
goals and real-world compétencxes
Some'findings te elated to'the construct va-
lidity of the instrument can also be adHuced.
Wntten language production is presumed to
“improve” (increase in amount, syntactic °
quality, semantic complexity, and logical co-
herency) as a function of general cognitive-
linguistic develepment and the acquisition of
specific language skills durmg childhoed.

Consequently, ehildren’s PLAT scores should . '

increase over time. Differences in the length

- of time children were allowed to write in the
1974 and’1975 versions of the PLAT make
longitudinal comparisons of second versus
*third grade performance unfeasible for the
available longitudinal subsample However, a
cross-sectional .comparison of second with
third grade performance in spring 1975
clearly indicates that children’s written lan-
guagé does improve as expected from second
to thlrd grade on all variables (table 1).

““Correlations between PLAT scores and

. standar;dlzed aptltude and achievement test

" scores reported in tables.2 and 3 pertain to
both the criterion-related and construct valid-
ity of the PLAT. It was expected that
moderate correlations woyld be found be-
tween PLAT performance and both aptitude
and achievement as defined by existing .
standardized tests. Clearly the BLAT dogsnot.
measure thingsentirely unrelated to wh’a,t is. A
measured by aptitude and achievement téstg;
in some degree it taps both cognitive‘and lin-
guistic processes, including langu ge
mechanics, which underlie perfornfance on
these tests. On the other hand, PLAT scotes
were not expected to be entirely redundant
with scores on standardized aptitude and
achievemert iests since these measures do ndif
assess the quglitative dimensions of wriften
language production.

L]
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Cortelational findings generally confirm

this expectation. Tables 2 and 3 present corre- .

lations of PLAT variables with aptitude and
achievement variables for non-Follow -
Through and Follow Through, respectively.
Within each treatment group, the results are
organized by site since diffegent aptitude and
achievement measures were used at different
sites. With the exception of Syntactic Matur-"
ity. PLAT variables tend to have moderate to
high correlations with aptitude and achieve-

‘s
<

r'4

‘e

S 4
SECOND GRADE *

”

‘PLAT Variables Mean

- v

Fluency ’ . 40.44
Syntactic Matyrity ’ - 7.74
. Vocabulary Diversity C 2.63
Descr}ptive Quantity 5.34
Descriptive Density : 109
Descriptive Diversity . 1.03
Descrip}iv\eSaope . 225
Reporting Quality * 2.39
Narrative Organization ‘ 1.92.
Explanatory Statements < .| " 208
Decodability ‘. 4,870+

~

\r

*p < .001

‘
v ) . i N . " ,f '
* The grade level main effect was tested in a multiple linear regression design, covarying on treatment group, sex, and .
Ly 3 ' . ’ . il

ment measures in the non-Follow Through
sample (table 2). Although cotrelation coeffi-
cients in the Follow Through sample (table 3)
tend to be lowe¥ than in the non-Follow
Through sample, it is clear that the PLAT is
neither measuring something independent of
‘norredundant with aptitude and achievemen
tests. . . )
" Inaddition, it was'eXpected that PLAT ~
variables would tend to have highercorrela-
tion with aptitude and achievement.measures

-«

~

Table 1

: _PLAT Variaples: * * .
Comparison of Sécond with Third Grade—Total ngplé (N=gbo)

THIRD GRADE*

»

§D .

SD - ‘N " Mean-

2551 ¢« 455 58.42, 3663 .
2.78 © 455 8.32 2.29
547 455 T 2,98, 522644

~5.24 455 8.74 747
.066 455, ‘426 062
512 "455 133 * 503
1.41 455 C o -3.07 1.89

.872 439 274 900

.558 441 213 554

.528 455- .435 725

.182 455 . . "021 — 140

K

.

’

in the non-Follow Through than%n the Fol-
low Through sample. The Cognitively |
Oriented Curriculum is a highly iadivid-
ualized approach to learning. Ideally each
child has an opportunity to develop his par-
ngths and is directly encouraged to
do s6. Consequently it is expected that differ-
ent children will®excel in different domains.
This being true, children in the High/Scope
program should perform differently/ip differ-
ent assessment situations, and the intercorre-

ticula

N

" 445
445

'

445
445
445,

445 \

445 :
434
436

445"

45 7,

-
~

8o
<

Fratio
b0.04*
12.70*
95.30%,
73.54% °
14.73*
72.49*
73.02*
35.66°
31.60*
31.67*
22.78*

¢

Direction of

Significant *
Effects
3rd > 2nd .

3rd > 2nd

3rd > 2nd

* 3rd > 2nd
3rd > 2nd ~

3rd > ¥nd

. ,%r{i > 2nd

- 3rd > 2nd
3rd - 2nd .

3rd > 2nd

3rd’> 2nd

~
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.
lations of outcome measures should be gener-
aily lower than for chidren in more tradi-
tional'lassrooms The,assumption is made .
that children 1n traditional classtooms do not-
have the'sam® opportunities to develop their
individual strengths but rather that children

?

higher intercorrelations among diverse out-

come medsures for children in more tra-
ditional classreoms,__ :

The correlational findings presented jn
tables 2 and 3 offer some confirmation of¢his
expectation. The differences in magnitude of

RIC

__

.
.

. . . - .e
the Follow Through sample. Correlatiops be-
tween PLAT variables and CTBS scores in

_Mississippi also differentiate Follow Through
. from non-Follow Through in the expected di-
rection. Correlations of PLAT variables with
other measures.of aptitude (SFTAA)and

who are conventionally bright and well . correlations between PLAT variab es;and . 'achievement( BS.NYCAT. ITBS) are in-.
* sociahized m the mamnstream will generally Binet scores across treatment groupsinboth  *, conclusive. -
excel 1n mpst domains while other cfildren Mississippi and Missouri are particularly. . -
avill pertorm at lower levels regardless of sstriking. Correlations are substantially . ? x IS
their potential As a fesult. one wowld expect strongerin the non-Follow Through than ip , ’
(w “ ot . ~ [N '3 . s
/ * * . s . ' . * * ®
. * ' ‘ ~n . . . L3 P
3 - . ‘ - . r4
¢ . ‘- N Tablez . \ T L .
o ¢ ¢ Correlation of PLAT %cores with Aptitude and Achievement Test Scores at-T hird Grade—non-Follow Through * - V-
’ . " Y ., ‘ * ‘ ..t A . . —
MISSISSIPRI | * : : - T NewvaR . ‘ .
! . i FLORIDA Y ‘
MISSOURI FLORIDA MISSISSIPPI | NEWYORKCITY MISSOURL
- ) e S . . v : Vot N IR ) '
. . Binet |, SFTAA . CAT CIBS " - N NYCAT ‘ ITBS -
- IQ | Verbal’ Nonverbal| Reading Language ‘Math | Reading lLanguage - Math °| \Voceb  Readimg| Vocab’ Reading®
‘ ™ vanable N=95-100 | N=41 N=47— |N=39-43 N=38-41 N=38-41 | N=67- N=66 N=67 |~ N=49-51 N=49-50
! . . ' : B ’
J . . . —. 25 T 48 .28 * 27 24 C,o - .43 « 35,
“‘ Fl\mnCy \ 47 . 3'2 ,‘ 26 . 55 .‘ v Ve No non'FOHOW ’% - .
| - : NN ' . . Through group )
| . ‘
| s Syntactic .. ¥4 02 02. 08 - =05 =17 16 17 .05 inNewYork ~ . .18 13
| Maturity . DY e . . y, - L
| - Vocabulary . o e “en b . . - T s 29t T - '_ . 43 33
! Diversity ) 56 82 02 50, ) .:.is 32 . 35 37 2 ‘ - . .
( Descriptive” 60 . 47 28, . .64 ‘4 . 54 41 37 . .33 - - 49 .40 .
| Quentity SR R S . N 2
? _Dascriptive . y . . s ) . 3 - T 5 )
‘f Density 48, s, .oan 27 . B 24, -2 37 34 S - 35, 20
"~ Descriptive 66 - 48 w5 - .56 * a4, . w40 39 32 O 34 U — L4z - 31,
- Diversity .. ) - » ) . . . )
i Descriptive. 64 47 29 55 a3 . a4, , 42 434 41 - - 4’ 28 -
i Scope o A \ ) N
1 *  Reporti . C o2 ; ; . y
l _faparting © a7 40 40 35 a3 — a2 34 29 30 - = 37 21 '
[ Quality . ‘ LR . . . T .. .
J” " —Namative . ‘38 b6 1 56 0 0 a8 09 © 20 - 26° 26
‘w! Orgdnjzation e . L R P 5\ cooe S
I Explanatory ) . : ’ > ) T ge e - . —- _ 3 26 .
. F‘[ _ Stitoments 45 10 24 57 . .20 5007 Q5 we = o % .
c : - . ) s Ve - . s » . -
| Decodability s’ 0 a8 —20 * 38 ~a2y 29, 35 21 28~ — o = 32 35
r v A - - , - . . » ) — ' . o - ,MH:‘
I . : . : v . N
! " . . - - ! A . v
| ’ : . s ! LT — ’ v
| . * . . ,/ - . - .
o - _ i - - .
W A R L, 11
. . . ‘ ~ . S
| . S
y - - . .
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Findings: Follow Through vs.
non-Follow Through

Ig genéral, Follow Through children were not
expected to write better stories than non-
Follow Through children at second grade.

This expectation was based upon findings ob-

tained in 1974 and upon the hypothesis that
the Follow Thrgugh ex péQﬁnce has a cumula-
-« tiveeffect on children’s writing ability which
yonly begins to make itself felt at second grade
and becomes much stronger by third grade.

. , o
The findings reported for second grade in
table 4 are mixed. Follow Through children
are more fluent, use a more diverse vocabu-
lary and write more decodablé stories than
non-Follow Through children. However,
non-Follow Through children have higher ‘
Descriptive Density and write reports which *
more nearly describe “how”’ something was
made (Reporting Quality). '
"Rhird gradegresults were expectedto -
moreglearly favor children-in the Follow
Through sample. Findings presented in table

8 ° ) » R ' LIRS
.. S
.

) . ry .

5 confirm this expectation. Although the syn-
tax of Follow Thr8ugh children is not sig-
nificantly more mature than that of non:
Foltow Through children, Follqw Through
children are more fluent, use m8re diverse -
vocabularies, make more descriptive state-.
ments, have more diverse descriptive vocab-
ularies (Descriptive Diversity), make more
kinds of descriptive.statements (Descriptive
Scope), write better organized narrativesNar-
rative Organization), and produce writtan text
which is hore readily decdded (DecodMility).

. N 3 .

P

~ " ~ . .
e N . : - Tabled .- e A T U S s
. e . . E3N K . - . " ’. o A ) , R A et fie A - . .
. ‘Correlation. of PLAT Scores with Aptitude and‘A_chxe{'qment Tést Scores at Third Grade—Follow Through - . A
L s . T T L R P A T S
. MISSISSIPP - ‘ AP S Ko L ;. ,
.. - FLORIDA . MISSISsIPPI ' - FLORIDA ;. » "NEW YORK CITY. .- -MISSOURI. ..
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Ononly one variable did non-Follow ~
Through childrerrscore significantly higher
than Follow Through children: Descriptive
Density. No significant differences between
‘groups were found on Reporting Quality and'
Explanatory Statements. - - ]
. Insum, by the end of third grade, Follow
Through children wrdte more fluent and
complex reports and narratives than children
enrolled in non-Follow Through classrooms.
This occurred in spite of indications that Fol-
low Thrgugh children'in the sample came
from more economically disadvantaged
homes than non-Follow Through children.

- The results reported here essentially réplicate 7'

those obtained in 1973-74 research {Love and
Bond, 1975). Together these findings strongly
suggest that High/Scope’s Cognitively
Oriented Curriculum is more‘effective than
traditional curricula in supporting the de-

o

R

- velopment of children’s ability to communi; -

cafe their thoughts through written language. *

The educational 4nd socjal importance of this
finding is clear. It reinforces High/Scope’s
commitment to'an educational approach -
which involves each.child as an-active partic-
ipant in the educational process rather than
as a passive assimilator of conventional
knowledge. Future research and development
efforts will broaden High/Scope’s language
assessment activities to include oral as well
as written language and to encompass an ex-
tended age range. (J.T:B.) < :
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