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An Overview inqujectrDgggggpmgﬁt317Q§ﬂiiﬁuitg (PDC)

=t

The Office of Child Development origil | e
Developmental Continuity (PDC) in 1974 as ead rt
demonstration program "aimed at promoting greater continuity
of education and comprehensive child development services
for children as they make the transition from preschool

to school." The single most important effect of this under-
taking, it is hoped, will be to enhance the social competence
~f the children served--that is, to increase their everyday
effectiveness in dealing with their environment (at school,
at home, in the community, and in society). Additional
effects are expected in the areas of parent involvement,
teacher attitudes, and institutional change.
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As part of the overall Head Start Improvement and
Innovation effort, PDC emphasizes the involvement of adminis-
trators, classroom staff, and parents in formulating educa-
tional goals and develeoping a comprehensive curriculum.

The object of this effort is to ensure that children receive
c@néinugxs individualized attention as they progress from

Heall Statt through the early primary grades. Existing
discontinuities between Head Start and elementary school
experiences will be reduced, if the program is successful,

by PDC mechanisms which encourage communication and mutual
decision-making among preschool and elementary school teachers,
administrators, and parents.

School organizations at fifteen sites around the country
received 0OCD funding during 1974-1975 (Program Year I) to
design and plan implementation of the seven prescribed
components of PDC. The components focus respectively on:

e coordination of curriculum approaches and educational
1s;

arent participation in policy-making, home-school
activities, and classroom vislts oOr volunteering;
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for bilingual//bicuitural or multicultural

capped children and children with

e administrative coordination between and within Head
Ztart and elementary school.

H rr]\

Purposes of the PDC Evaluation

The major purp
DOffice of Child Dev
programs for early
the evaluation wil
following critical

s How does PDC affect the school organization i
terms of philoscphy, methods, and social climate?

e How does PDC affect parents?

@ How does PDC affect the attitudes and workstyles

-y
[y
3

=}

of teachers and other staff:

In addition to describing the consequences of PDC, the
evaluation will describe and analyvze the processes that led
to those consequences. Figure 1 illustrate the proportions
of the total evaluation effort that are devoted to each
component of the study. Although the assessm Ent of child
social competence is very important and is emphasized in the
present report, the relationship of this to the rest of the
evaluatlcn shguld ﬁot be neglected. Part B of Interim Report

m
rr
m

T‘.I

IIT del ;valuati@n more fully; it is
sufficient to empha51ze hére that the aims of the total

avalua to produce Cﬁﬂilu%lﬁﬂa about what happened

{impac - i ppened (process). This information
will £ 5 about whether the program

should , haw replication can best be
accompli . experience.
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The present year, =

time for sites to trs n T

developed during the in s so ,

o measurement at all of pr ; there will

e until 1976~1%77, by whicl ites will have
full vear to pilot-test the 7jies. During

976, the evaluation methodo is being pilot-

, and this report addresses about three
fundamental to the integra future evaluation:

1. truments appropriate to

2. Are the chools and those 1in
compari comparable?

3. Are encu able in PDC and comparison
schools ermit a longitudinal study
of prog:

This executive summary presents the majer findings from
Interim Report IIi'. ‘The methods followed in seeking answers
to these questions are described in Chapter II. Chapter III
presents the findings: sample characteristics, reliability
and validity analyses (question 1), comparability analys2s
(question 2, and data related to sample size and attrition
(question 3). Conclusions and recommendations for continuing
the evaluation are prese in Chapter IV.

!a Process Evaluaticn of Project Developmental Continuity.
Inferim Report II1I1, Part A. Status of the Impact Study.
Hioh/Gcope Foundation, March 1976.




METHODS OF THE EVALUATION -

Instrument Selegtiqgﬁ?raéedurg1

The two major objec:iives of the Impact Study, as set
by the Office of Child Development (RFP-4-75-HEW-058), are
to assess the impact of PDC on the development of .social
competence in children and to: assess the program's impact
on preschools, schools, and other community organizations .
and groups. Accordingly, evidenge of PDC's effec¢ts will be

_sought in four domains:

e the social competence of children,

® the attitudes and behavior of teachers, adminis-
trators, and PDC staff, '

@ the attitudes and behavior of parents, -

e the structure and operation of the school and
community @rgaﬂizatiansié

~ For reasons of economy and credibility, the’decision was
made to rely wherever possible on established instruments and
procedure. for measurement of program impact rather than to
undertake the long, expensive, and uncertain process of
instrument development. The search for existing measurgs

was guided by standard criteria related to technical and

practical characteristics of the instruments.

" The measures selected for pilot-testing in fall 1975
included individual child tests, teacher-administered ratings,
and classroom observations. These instruments were designed

" to assess chifld social competence in the areas of social-emotional

davel@pment,gpsyahomatar skills, and cognitive and language

. t

_ _ i -
T l . ) , L.

e ¢omplete review of the procedure, see Interim Report

E;;Aﬁecémméndatiogs for measuring program_impact.

Scope Foundation, June 1975.

— o



development. A list of all the measures is included in
appendix A of this report. Two additional measures are
being pilot-tested in spring 1976 and analysis of the .
spring data will lead to final recommendations for the

child measurement battery.

Data,Callgction Procedures

Local testers were recruited from the PDC communities =
and were trained by High/Scope Foundation staff at a seven-
day training conference in Michigan. In most cases, local
PDC project staff participated in screening of initial
applicants to assure the selection of testers compatible with
and .acceptable to the local programs. Tester training provided
extensive-practice in administering each of the child measures.
Careful monitoring of each tester was carried out during
training so that each tester achieved criterion-level perfor-
mance on each of the measures before the end of the training
session.  Bilingual testers from the bilingual/bicultural
demonstration sites were trained by bilingual staff. A
system of on-site monitoring was established so that each
tester at a site was responsible for monitoring each of the
others on a weekly basis. 1In addition, testing did not begin
at any site until all of the testers were monitored and found
capable by one of.the High/Scope trainers.

Data Collection began the week of September 22 in four
sites and the following week in the remaining sites. The
length of data collection ranged from eight to fourteen weeks, -
with an’ average of ten weeks being required to observe and

test all the children.

Data collection began with the classroom observations.
This permitted a greater opportunity for children to beéthe
fam}liaf with the testers before being taken out of ciass-faf
individual testing. Testing was generally accomplished in
two separate sessions--not on consecutive days, but less than
ten days apart. In the bilingual/bicultural demonstration
cites an additional session was required. Assignment of
testers to children was made so that data collection in the
PDC and comparison programs would progress in parallel. . In
addition, each tester was assigned both PDC and comparison
children to avoid confounding group and tester effects.



Before tests were sent to the High/Scope Foundation for
processing, the local site coordinator (one of the testers
selected for this task) reviewed all protccols using a
checklist of potential probléms for each test. Completed
test protocols were sent to the High/Scope Foundation at the
end of each week. .

Data Analysis Pr@ggﬁdréi
L AEENLRASLSL S

The baseline analyses of the child measures! used in-

Project Developmental Continuity were aimed at: 1) being
able to determine the comparability of PDC and comparison
grﬁugs within each site, and 2) determining the adequacy
of the measures for use in the longitudinal evaluation.

In order to accomplish these two objectives, the measures
had to be shown to have acceptable levels of reliability
and validity. The analyses included four major steps, as’
indicated in Figure B-1, (Appendix B): reliability analyses,
‘'validity analyses, comparability analyses, and aggregation
of data across sites. The details of these four steps are
described below.

Step l1: Are the Measures Reliable?

The procedures .followed for the determination of
reliability of measures are pictured in Figure B-2. Relia-
bility was determined for each measure within each site.

To be considered adequately reliable, a measure had to have
a Cronbach alpha of at least .65. If a measure had an
initial alpha of .80, no further reliability criteria were
applied. If the measure did not initially obtain a Cronbach
alpha of .80, item response distributions? and item-total

1The ’procedures described in this section refer to all child

measures except the PDC Classroom Observation System and the
PDC Child Rating Scale. :
ZMany items on the tests are constructed so that either almost
all children will pass :he item, or almost all children will
fail the item. The easy items are included in the test to
Familiarize the child with the test, and the difficult items
are included to allow for the determination of the upper

bounds of children's abilities. Such items have little variance,
and hence lower the magnitude of any reliability estimate. If
the alpha was- recomputed without these items in order to obtain
' a more accurate estimate of the measure's reliability, the :

items were still included in the score for the measure. .. .
: §

.



correlations! were inspected. Items were eliminated from
the scale if they appeared to be lowering the internal
consistency, and the alpha was recomputed on the modified
set of items. 1If the original or recomputed alpha for the
measure was over .65 for at least 10 sites and over .55 for
the remaining sites, the measure was considered reliable
for all sites. If the alpha was over .65 for fewer than
10 sites, it was considered reliable for only those sites.
(In all cases, if any reliability estimates were less than
.65, an effort was made to improve the administration
. procedures for future testing periods.) -

i

tep 2: Are the Measures Valid?

The procedures followed for the determination of
validity of measures are pictured in Figure B-3. As with
reliability, the literature indicates to some extent the
validity of the measures. But the validity of tHe measures
also needed to be ascertained within the context of 'the PDC
evaluation. Most of the measures were selected .from larger'”
existing battéries, and-jtems on most of the measures have
been modified, both to meet the needs of the sample being
tested and for use by paraprofessional testers. ~ Therefore,
the validity of the measures within the PDC environment,
and within the ‘test battery in which they are administered,
needed to be ascertained. The concern within this report
is with concurrent validity, the correlation with other
measures of the same construct as well as with measures
of other constructs. A measure should correlate highly
with other measures of the same construct, should correlate
moderately with, measures of similar constructs, and should
not correlate at all with measures of independent constructs.

~An hypothesized correlation matrix was corstructed,
based on the constructs the measures were selected to
measure. The values in the matrix indicate the level of
relationship that theoretically should obtain between the |
measures if they are valid measures of the constructs. The
actual correlations (within sites) were then evaluated
against the hypothesized correlations. o

Ttems with low item-total correlations appear not to be
measuring the same construct as the rest of the measure.
Items excluded for this reason (rjy < .30) were to be

eliminated thereaftear from the instrument if the rest of
the instrument proved acceptable. . -

W



The hypothesized correlation matrix was constructed
by determining first the correlations within the three
areas of child tests; that is, within Cognitive-Language
measures, within Psychomotor measures, and within Sécial-
Emotional measures. Then the desired correlations were
determined between the thrce groups of tests. Generally,
higher correlations were expected within an area than
between areas. But each area is composed of sub-constructs,
so very few high correlations were expected.

The actual correlations between measures (the, ones
found reliable) were calculated within each site, and the.
following procedure used to determine whether a given
measure was valid. First, the obtained intercorrelation
matrix was compared with the hypothesized matrix of Table 4
and deviations of each correlation from the hypothesized one
were ‘calculated (e.g., if the hypothesized correlation was
"medium" and the obtained was "low" a deviation of "-1"
was scored; if the hypothesized correlation was "zero" and
the obtained was "medium," a deviation of "+2" was scored) -
For each measure, the absolute values of the deviation
were summed across all measures and divided by the number
of measures. If this ratio had a value of 1.0 or less,
the measure was considered valid. In effect this procedure
says that a measure is considered to have adequate concurrent
validity if, on the average, the obtained correlations with
other measures are within the range adjacent to the expected
value. ' :

Steg 3: Are the Groups Comparable Within Sites?

The two preceding steps in the.analysis established
which measures were useful for study of PDC's effects on
children. The next task was to determine the actual com-
parability of PDC and comparison groups. The two groups in
each site were compared on a number of demographic variables

and on the performance measures found valid within that site. .

For every variable, all available data entered into a test
of the equality of PDC vs. comparison group status. For
categorical data (on ethnicity, for example) the equality of
PDC-comparison group proportions was evaluated by means of’
the chi-sguare statistic; for metric data {all the test
scores), eqgqlality of group means was determined by t tests.
The criterion of significance for each statistical test was
a probability value of less than .10. :

fomes

L



Step 4: Are the Groups Comparable Across Sites?

5

After completion of Step 3, data were aqgregafrﬂ
across sites for the subset of chlldrEﬁ who had no missing
data on seven selected performance measures. This procedure
was determined on a post-hoc basis in response to gquestions
raised by the within-site analysis of group comparability.
Data for the cross-site PDC and comparison group aggreqatléna
were analyzed in the same manner as that described in Step 3.

10
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Descriptive Characteristics of the Samples

Data were.collected for 1179 children in the 14 Project
Developmental Continuity sites which were in their first
operational year in 1975-76. ‘In each site an attempt was
‘made to observe and test 30 to 45 PDC and 30 to 45 comparison
‘children (except in Georgia, where 118 elementary children
serve as the comparison group). Table 1 shows the actual
number of children for whom any data were collected in
each sité ("Number in Full Sample"), as well as information
regarding ethnicity and dominant language of those children.
In California. and Texas the PDC and comparison groups are o
further divided into English- and Spanish-dominant children,
since the samples will be divided in that manner for the
‘vemainder of the ewaluation. Note that ih most instances
the sample size of the PDC and comparison group is ‘greater
than 30, with the exception 0f Arizona and Florida (and of
california and Texas when split by language).

Children were eliminated from the analytic sample
‘(used for evaluation of the measures and for testing com-
parability of groups) if they were identified as being
handicapped or as having a dominant language other than
English in the nen-bilingual/bicultural sites; other than
English or Spanish in“California, Colorado, and Texas; or
‘other than English or Navajo in Arizona. Handicapped children
are and will be included in some aspects of the evaluation,
but are excluded.for most aspects of this report.

The final column in Table 1 shows the number of children
- in each site and group who are included in the analytic
sample for this report, a total of 959 children.
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Reliability and Validity of the Instruments

Estimates of reliability and validity were already
available for most of the instruments selected for use in
this evaluation and these estimates were used as one of the
‘bases for selection of measures. In addition, it is necessary
to establish the usefulness of these measures for the par-
ticular populations of children within each PDC site. An
estimate of reliability for each measure for each site was
based on internal consistency, calculated as Cronbach's
alpha. Validity for each measure for each site was assessed
by comparing the obtained intercorrelations between measures

" with an hypothesized set of'concurrent validity correlations.

iy Reliability of the Instruments

o An instrument was accepted as reliable for a site if
.~ - the final internal consistency coefficient (Cronbach's alpha)
! for the measure was greater than .65. In cases where the
‘initial alpha was less than .80, efforts were made to
refine the scoring procedure in such a way as to increase the.
magnitude of the coefficient. The refinement procedure
invelved determining whether the alpha might be suppressed
due to (1) a large percentage of the responses to any item
failing into just one scoring category (meaning the item was
too easy or too difficult or irrelevant), or (2) presence of
"any item that was clearly unrelated to the rest of the items
on the measure. If either condition was discovered, the
item in gquestion was deleted from the scale and the alpha was
recalculated. Items deleted from alpha calculations for
being too "hard" are still to be retained in the measure &as
administered:; this is to allow for improveéd performance as
the children mature. Items deleted from a scale due to low
correlation with other items were to be deleted entirely
from the measure if the remainder of the measure proved
reliable, but this situation did not occur.

, Based on the original and recomputed estimates of internal
onsistency, a decision was made regarding the reliability of
ach measure for each site. Those decisions are summarized
n Table 2. The shaded portions of the table indicate that
he measure was not administered at that site.! :

[ Y]

i
t
INote that the Stephens-Delys Reinforcement Contingency Inter-
view does not appear in this or subsequent tables. The measure
. was administered at eight sites, but because probes and
responses were not complete enough, scoring proved impossible.

o0




a

bValidity was not calculated on BSM-E for
e
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Summary of Reliab lity and validity Decisions
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either PIPS score since the scales contained only one Titem. vValidity was not calculated
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were reliable in

Table t most instruments w
red. The exceptions

. .
< SNOWE o

every site at which they were administe

are these:

ul F’f

e Say and Tell was reliable at none of the sites;
no aubaet of items could be found which would
vield an acceptable level of reliability.

‘@ Block Building was reliable at none of the sites;
nearly all of the children tested passed two of
the four items and a substantial percentage passed

a third item. Tt appears that this measure is not
appropriate to the age level of children in this
evaluation.

reliable in three sites

&
]

@ Conceptual Grouping w
* only.

e The Verbal Memory measure achieved acceptable alphas
when the items were divided into Part 1 (repeating
words) and Part 3 (repeating a story). Part 1
was IEllablP in all sites except Texas- Engllsh
Part 3 was reliable in all sites. -

@ Arm Laofdlndtl@n and Leq Coordination were reliable
in only six and five sites respectively. It was
possible to achieve reliability for some sites by
combining the six Arm and the 51x Leg items lﬁtD
one scale

e DO You Know?, a site-specific measure, administered
in only two sites, was reliable in West Virginia,
but not in Florida. :

It should be noted that reliabilities and validities were
calculated separately for the English and Spanish veérsions
of the measures, thc California- Spanlsh and Texas-Spanish
sites representing the Spanish versions.

In order to summarize the level of internal consistency
. for the measures in the tétal sample, the values of the
reliability estimates (Cronbach alpha) for each measure

" were computed for the total samples of English- and Spanish-
speaking children, combined across sites (see Table 3).

These alphas were calculated on the basis of all items in



Table 3

Estimates of Reliability of the Child Measures;
Based on Cronbach's Alpha (Internal Consistency)?
for Fall 1975 \Data

EnglighED@ﬁinaﬁé Sééhish—D@miﬁéﬁt
Children Children

Child Measurcs _ - 4  Alpha _ Jij __ Alpha

COGNITIVE-LANGUAGE
Bilingual Syntax Measure-English 691 .82 77b .94

Bilingual Syntax Measure-Spanish ZSb .88 85 .87

- Bleck Design (WPPSI) 724 .75 87 " .80
C?n;egtual érauping (MSCA) 781 .63 87 .63
say and Tell (cTRcus) | 720 .47 86 .47
Verbal Fluer;cy ’ (MSCA) 726 .75 87 .72
Verbal Memory, Part 1 | (Msca) 724 .Sé 87 .67

) Verbal Memory, Part 3 ({MSCA) 1 725 .85 87 .74

PSYCHOMOTOR
" Arm Coordination . {MSCA) 738 .54 g7 .58

Blcck Building (MSCA) - 738 .28 &7 .30
Draw-A-Child (MSCA) 737 .82 g7 .81

Leg Coordination: (MSETA) 733 .56 87 . .53

SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL
PIPS-Solutions . 233 X 0 X

" PIPS-Locus of Control ' 203 X 0 X

POCL (High/Scope) 719 .90 87 .87

The samples consisted of all PDC and comparison children across all
sites. Alphas were calculated separately for English- and Spanish-
dominant children. All measures except the POCY. (a rating scale)
had an English and a Spanish version. '

Prhe bilingual children within the English- and Spanish-dominant
samples received both the English and Spanish versions of the BSM.
Monolingual children received only the version appropriate to their
group-

o




each measure, i.e., no attempt was made to "boost" them
as was done at the site level of analysis. The alphas
for the English versions of the measures were found to
be very similar to those for the Spanish versions. As
will be noted in later tables, the validities also tend
to be very similar.

validity of the Instruments

Wwhen an instrument was. accepted as reliable within
a site, a total score on the measure was calculated for
each child to whom the measure was administered in that
site. The validity cf the measure was then evaluated for
that site.

The method of evaluating validity for the purpose
of this report is based on the concept of concurrent
validity. The instruments were selected to measure specific
a%pects of a child's social competence. Those presented .
here focus on three areas of social competence: Cognitive=-
Language, Psychomotor, and Social-Emotional. A convergent-
discrimihant method of assessing validity was used; under
this method the assumption is made that if an instrument
is actually measuring the corstruct it was intended to
measure, the results will correlate highly with other
measures. of the same construct, will correlate moderately
with measures of similar constructs, and will not correlate
at all with measures of independent constructs.

An hypothesized correlation matrix was developed
(Table 4) which set an expected range of correlation values
for each pair of measures based on the similarity of the
constructs they are supposed to be measuring. In general,
higher correlations were expected within the three areas of
social competence than between the areas, but a degree of
overlap between the areas was also expected. Actual inter-
correlations were then calculated within each site for the
measures that were judged to be reliable in that site (or
for which reliability could not be calculated). The correla-
tions were compared with the expected correlations in the
manner described in Chapter II. - '

Table ? summarizes the decisions made regarding the
validity of the measures (in addition to the reliability).
Most instruments which were judged to be reliable were also
found valid. The exceptions were these: '
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e The combination of Arm and Leg Coordination was
not valid in Arizona, Georgia, or within the
Texas-English group.

e In.Arizona, only Draw-A-Child was valid.

e In the California-Spanish group the BSM-Spanish
does not appear to be valid, but the sample size
is small, making validity more difficult to
establish.

e In the Texas-English group (another small
sample) only the BSM-English-and Verbal Fluency
appear to be valid.

e Although no expected correlation values were
stated for the Internal Locus of Control scoring
of the PIPS, the consistent low negative correla-
tion of this measure with all other measures
suggests that it is probably not measuring the
focal construct. AL

Table 4 shows the hfpothesized correlation values,

and a summary of the site-level validity (correlation)

matrices appears in Tables 5 and 6. Tables 5 and 6 show

the obtained correlations for the total samples of English-

and Spanish-speaking children across all sites (for children’

in sites where the measures were reliable). The N on which
the correlation is based appears below the correlation '
value. The cells in which the obtained correlation value
falls within the hypothesized range are demarcated by

heavy lines. 1In general, many of the measures had very

satisfactory levels of validity; even when the cor: :2lations

were no:t in the expected range, they tended to be close.

Coﬁparab}lity of PDC_and Comparison Groups

Information on background (demographic) characteristics
of PDC and comparison children was collected, where available, -
to provide a basis for selection of the final analytic
samples and to permit examination of the demographic similarity

of the two groups. Children with handicaps that interfered
with valid testing were excluded from analysis, as were
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for Fall 1975 Data
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Intercorrelations of Child Measures® for English-Dominant Children,
Combined Across Groups and Sites for Fall 1975 Data
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children at non-bilingual sites whose primary language was
not English; it was judged inappropriate to include the

test scores of these two groups of children in the analysis

because.it seemed unlikely that their scores could be
interpreted in the same way as those of other children.
(Factors other than basic aptitude can complicate the
performance of handicapped children, and the Spanish-translated
- tests administered to Spanish-dominant children cannot be
presumed to be, a priori, equivalent to the English versions.)

Only at two sites, California and Texas, were there
enough Spanish-dominant children to constitute statistically
adejuate Spanish~gpeaking samples. In these sites child
data were grouped separately for English and Spanish speakers.
Because of the sparse numbers of Spanish-dominant children
at other sites, such children were. excluded from site-level
analysis rather than being incorporated into a special
sample.

o
il
o
h'“‘
b

Once the final analvtic samples had been es ished,

analyses were performed to determine just how comparable the

PDC and comparison groups really are at each site.  Both

background characteristics and test performance were examined

and the results are shown in Table 7. Note that comparisons

of the full samples, prior to exclusion of hardicapped

children and non-English speakers, are presented first

because it is not otherwise possible to compare prcoportions

of PDC and comparison children on the variables of Vandicap

and Language Dominance. Analyses of ethnic proportions

were done both for the full and the analytic samples since

exclusion of non-English .speakers could artificially produce

the appearance of ethnic similarity between treatment groups.
At the level of the analytic sample, the background

variables examined represent characteristics that have been

found in_past research to be related to school performance.

If the groups are not initially comparable on these dimensions,

it is possible that the effects produced by PDC will be masked

by extraneous differences unless these differences are somehow -

taken into account.

For each site and for each variable appearing in Table
7, the assumption of equal PDC and comparison group means
was tested statistically (using the chi-square technique for
categorical variables and t tests for metric variables).
All available data entered into each analysis, meaning that
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even if data were missing for a particular child on one or
more variables, data obtained for that child on other
variables did enter into the respective analyses. A
difference was declared to exist between PDC and comparison
groups if analysis indicated the chance probability of the
cbserved difference to be less than one in ten (p < .10). ~
This criterion was_ judged to strike a balance between the
need to be sensitive to small differences (which might be
spurious) and the need to be fairly confident that any
single difference found statistically significant is real
and not just a random occurrence. In other words, it is
important to be able to deitect group differences in, say,
ethnicity at a particular site, but it is also important

not to declare a differcnce where none really exists.

The asterisks in Table 7 mark statistically significant
differences b.otween PDC and comparison groups. If the
analytic samples were perfectly matched, one could expect
to find about ten significant group differences reported in
the middle section of the table (in 10% of its 99 full cells);:
lnsteaﬁ the groups were found t@ dlffer 1n 28 1nstances.
is 1nvazlably found to be an lmpgrtant backgraund factgr in
studies of school effects; thus if PDC and comparison, groups
are not balanced ethnically, analysis of PDC effects in the
future can be confounded; on the other hand, differences on
the single variable, Number of Siblings, would not be expected
to distort program effects very powerfully (but if a difference
exists on this variable in conjunction with differences on
Mother's Employment Status and Father's Presence/Absence,
it is reasonable to presume that the groups are not equal
socioeconomically, and this would be considered to be an
-inequality of some consequence).

The number of differences on performance measures shown
in Table 7 is smaller than might be expected in view of
the observed background differences--chance variation would
result in about ten significant test: dlfferenzes, and only
three more than that were found. This may mean that the
background variables measured are relatively weak in their
effects at this point or that the noted group imbalances on
those variables are not great (even if statistically
significant).
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hggregate-Level Findings

The fact that background data were not available for

manw children and that the tests were not all administered
at all sites makes it impractical to add all the child data
togcther to form a totally inclusive aggregate. For 1illus-
Lretd purposes, though, all :hilﬁren with complete data
“on seven major performance measures were pooled into aggre-
gate PDC and comparlison Jroups with a combined size of 634.
Figure 2 shows the d;'tr;butlaﬁ of children in these
1 on certain bka variables and Figure 3 shows
their relative standi ven performance measures pluS
two more background var At the aggregate level,
the similarities of the are more prominent than
their differences. Although PDC children are likelier
to 'be black and to have attended preschool before this vyear,
= A no other demographic differences and only one
in test performance (that one, as can be seen,
small in the perspective of the range of obtained

site level' appear not to
'a) the other, since they

ta are aggregated (except on
d Prior Preschool Experience).
act aﬂalysesi it appears that

consistently favor one group
tend to disappear when the da
the variables of Ethnic ity an
Thus in performing future imp 1aly
it will be feasible to aggregate data across sites to

"smooth out" most of the imbalances that may exist and to

control any remaining inbalances by statistical means.

Sémpliiglzg;RZiilLEFEHPS and Sample Availa ability
Tr'1§74 and 1975, sites were -asked to submit data

darument ng attrition rates from grade to grade (beginning
in Head Start) in designated PDC and comparison schools.
Based on the data provided, estimates were made of the
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Head Start sample sizes necessary at each site to ensure
that at least 30 children would remain in each of the two
groups through the third grade (the terminus of the pros-
pective longitudinal study). These estimates were first
published in Interim Report II, Part A (1975) and are
reprinted here, with some revisions, in Table 8. The table
also shows each site's most recent projection of PDC and
comparison group sizes for fall 1976 (the children entering
at that time, Cohort 2, will be the focal samples of the
Impact Study). It is evident in Table 8 that many of the
sites do not expect to enroll the specified numbers of
children. In cases where the number enrolled next fall
turns out to be within 10-20% of the requirement. it might
still be possible to perform analyses of program effects
within site, depending on the degree of group comparability;
in cases where the numbers are 10-20% low and the groups
depart from comparability, the samples might still contribute
usefully to a cross-site aggregation of PDC and comparison
groups, upon which the analyses could be carried out. But
in cases where enrollment for the coming school year falls
drastically below the reqguirement, the utility of continuing
the child testing phase of the Impact Study is questionable--
there will be no possibility of a within-site analysis,

and very small samples are as likely to complicate an
analysis at the aggregate level as to facilitate .it.
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Table 8

equired and Samples Projected
ite for Fall, 1976 '

PDC Classes _ ,

High-Law High-Low
Number HNumber Range of Number Number Range of
| Required Expected Expectation || Required Expected Expectation

Comparison Classes

ARTZONA 60 2. 20-30 60 22 20-30
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MARYLAND
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~J
[
.y
L

MICHIGAN 60 75 76—

NEW JERSEY 60 70 70-70 60 45 45-45

TEXAS 75 45 40-50 75 45 40-50

WASHINGTON 75 60 60-60 75 100 82-100

WEST VIRGINIA 45 45 ————- 45 - a5 ————




RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The evaluation activities reviewed in this report were
designed to result in recommendations regarding the Impact
Study component of the Developmental Continuity evaluation.
The recommendations outlined in this chapter are based on
two sets of data collected over the past year and on other
considerations arfecting the overall guality of the evalu-
ation. The first set of data consists of information on the
suitability of the instruments. Alterations in the battery
based on analysis of the fall da:za are summarized in the ’
first section of this chapter. The second set of data
includes information on the number of children to be served
by the programs and expected sample attrition, comparability
of PDC and comparison Head Start groups on background. charac-
teristics, and initial comparability of groups on child
performance measures. recommendations stemming from these
sources of information are presented in the second part
of this chapter.

Other considerations have also been taken into account
in preparing the recommendations. These include the tentative
nature of some of the sample characteristics, the contribution
of individual sites to an understanding of the implementation
process, and the importance of a comprehensive Impact Study
that examines parent, teacher, and institutional effects as
well as child impact.

Suitability of the Instruments

ot

Usefulness of the Presen

g _Battery

The instruments that provided the data for the present
phase of the Impact Study were selected expressly because of
their apparent relevance to the areas of social competence
that pPDC is designed to affect. Analyses of the internal
-consistency reliability and concurrent validity of the

-
I

-y
ool o

31 -




instruments indicate that most of them, at most of the sites
seem sultable for : sing the behaviors of interest.

Table 9 shows the ions that have been made, based on
these analyses, regarding future use of the instruments.
Half the total number of instruments.examined were judged
adequate for future use with little or no further modification
in content, administration, or scoring. While it is possible
that continued efforts will be made to refine this first

group of instruments, the task of refining those in the

second group has immediate priority; the problems encountered
with these instruments were judged to be soluble for one

or more of several reasons: '

Lo

e The instrument was judged to be reliable and valid
in at least some sites, suggesting that the circum-
stances that caused it to fail at other sites may
ne correctable with further modifications;

e The instrument failed uniformly across sites due

to circumstances that are correctable (e.g.,
confusing instructions);
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important behaviors that develop

1 :
results may be expected in the future as
children mature.

The three scales excluded from future use were found either
to provide no useful discrimination among children (due

to an extremely high percentage of children obtaining high
scores) or to present difficulties in administration or
scoring for which there are no acceptable solutions.

There is ample reason to believe that the set of instru-
ments now proposed will be capable of detecting growth along
some of the social competence dimensions of greatest interest.
The battery as it is now constituted appears strongest in
the cognitive-language area. It is augmented by a classroom
observation system that focuses on social/interactive dimen-
sions and other measures discussed in the following section.

Plans for Future Refinement of the Battery

Two instruments were administered in fall 1976 that have
been described (see Appendix A) but not discussed elsewhere
in this report. The PDC Classroom Observation System and the

PDC Child Rating Scale are being developed especially for

3%
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Table 9

Instruments

Conclusions Regarding Suitability of th

Méasures to be Retained @;ﬁhagtg@hgﬁgg- These, measures
were judged reliable and valid in all sites and will continue
to be used in the evaluation with little or no modification:

Bilingual Syntax Measure - English
Bilingual Syntax Measure - Spantsh
Block Design‘ (WPPSI)

Verbal Fluency (MSCA)

Verbal Memory, Parts 1 and 3 (MSCA)
Draw-A-Child. (MSCA) - :

POCL (High/Scope Foundation)

Measures to be Retained Provisionally. These measures
are being modified to correct problems detected during data
collection or during data analysis relevant to reliability
and validity. They will continue to be used in the evalu- .-

ation until reliability and validity are reevaluated:

Conceptual Grouping (MSCA)
Say and Tell (CIRCUS)

Arm Coordination (MSCA)
Leg Coordination (MSCA)
PIPS~-Solutions :

Measures to be Discontinued from the Evaluation. - These
measures were found to be inappropriate for the age levels
spanned by the evaluation: :

. Block Building (MSCA)
PIPS-Locus of Control!l
Stephens-Delys Reinforcement Contingency Interview

geasu§§sgﬁ3 be Retained férﬁFu:tpe:,Dayelgpman?, Two
measures will continue to be retained:

ey P

DC Classroom Observation Sygtém

DC Child Rating Scale . v

l1n the use of the PIPS, it is @n1§ the Locus of Control scoring
procedure that will be discontinued; the PIPS will continue to
be used, but with only the "solutions" score.

%




purposes of this evaluation (unlike the other instruments
in the battery, which had been tested previously in their
present forms), and it was deemed inappropriate to present
premature reports on their psychometric properties or to

‘ judge group comparability on the basis of the scores they
provided. These instruments will be administered again in
spring 1976, however, and their utility will be reviewed
in. the next interim report. If they are judged to be reliable
and valid, they will provide additional perspectives on the
development of children's social competence, particularly
in the social-emotional area.

Other promising, instruments will be used experimentally

‘in the future with an eye to complementing the present battery,
or to replacing complex instruments with simpler ones. (For

. example, a measure of productive language will be pilot-tested
in three sites this spring, and a measure- of children's attitude
toward school will also be obtained.) In addition, future
analyses of test data will attend to the possibility of
eliminating instruments that yield redundant -information.
Although it is valuable to provide>for some redundancy of
measurement as a way of certifying that the measurements
obtained are valid, it is also important that the PDC evaluation
not intrude on the program any more than is strictly necessary.
Thus, in the child testing phase of the evaluation, where
assessment activities directly involve the child and the
teacher, special efforts are being made to maximize efficiency
of. measurement. . - .

Re;pm@gndat;;ns‘Easegzﬁnfsuitébility of the Samples

Since the current three-year evaluation effort is con-

- ceptualized as a feasibility study for conducting a five-year
longitudinal impact evaluation, the six recommendations made
here are concerned primarily with procedures that will best
provide the essential information for judging the potential
for a longitudinal study. There Is not sufficient information
at this time for making those long-range projections, but on
the basis of fall 1976 data, recommendations for the longi-
tudinal study will be made in March 1977.

Although the central focus of these recommendations is
the Impact Study, and although this report comprises child
impact data, the recommendations are made within the context
of the entire Developmental Continuity project and the




comprehensive evaluation of that project. As a Head Start
demonstration program, PDC is designed to demonstrate the
linkage of Head Start and elementary programs to achieve
greater continuity. An understanding of how this happens

is critical to future decisions about programs of this nature.
Thus, the process evaluation of PDC was seen by the original
planners in the Office of Child Development as having an
importance equal to that of the Impact Study. In fact,

about fifty percent of the total evaluation effort is devoted
to the process evaluation, including an analysis of the
initial planning process, description of start-up and imple-
mentation activities, and assessment of the extent to which
-programs are successful in implementing the total .concept

of PDC (see Figure 1, p. 3). .

. . . ' o ' ; \

1. The PDC Impact Study should be continued at all
B fourteen stites.

When all factors considered in this report are taken
together with overall considerations surrounding the,evalu-
ation, there seems to be avery reason for retaining all sites
for participation in the Impact study. Within the Impact
study, the assessment of impact on ‘ehildren is just one facet,
albeit a very important one. The goals of PDC relate to
changes in parents and teachers and to changes in the schools
as institutions. These are important goals, and procedures
have been developed for assessing program impact in these
areas as well. :

Even if the assessment of child impact were impossible
(which does not appear to be the case), there would still be
value in continuing the Impact Study. It is also felt that
each site contributes important dimensions to the assessment
of the implementation process and that the capacity of the

~evaluation to answer questions about relationships between
implementation and impact will be enhanced by making use of
all possible data. Consideration should also be given to
examining child impact by means other than testing in sites
where testing is judged to be infeasible.




+

2, Child testing should be continued at all but two of
the sites. ’

The conclusions regarding child testing at each site
are summarized in Table 10. After considering the factors
of sample size and attrition, comparability of PDC and com-
parison groups, and suitability of the measures at each site,
the fourteen sites clustered into four categories that
describe the nature and extent of the problems with one or
more of these factors. ’

Three sites seemed to have few problems: California-
English, Colorado and “ashington. If these sites continue
with current plans for Head Start enrollment and if the
attrition rate does not substantially increase, there should
be little difficulty in conducting within-site analyses of
the impact of PDC on child social competence.

In six sites (Georgia, Iowa, Maryland, Michigan, Utah,
and West Virginia) there is little problem with the expected
sample size, but differences between the PDC and comparison
groups raise some concerns about the feasibility of within-
site child impact analyses. The following summarizés the
situation at each site:

e Georgia--the apparent imbalance on background

characteristics is based on a comparison of Head
Start and elementary children, since there is no
contemporaneous comparison group; the elementary
school enrolls a wide range of children, including
those who would not meet Head Start eligibility
requirements. The possibility of selecting from
the total elementary sample a subset that best
matches the PDC Head Start sample will be explored.

e Towa--group differences were found in the analytic
sample on three background variables; there was a
higher proportion of whites in the comparison group
than in PDC and a higher proportion of PDC children
had previous preschool experience; the groups ;
differed on only one performance measure.

36




Soani si
Eruogl i sk

1
‘ WEST WE ST

] = e A
il

| mEW JERSEY

.,H. WS BT IS T

| cEORGTA .7
il . .

I cATLIFORMT A—
.‘.l .
'cormeEcTIouT

| P X TEWD Fad T2—

Prospects for within-site analysis:

e e

|y Few problens exist for continuing TR | X
| the assessment of child impact, "

- Child impact assessment possible | N . | ,
2. if PDC-comparison comparability | SRR AR AR Kol
- can be improved, ‘ n

L

~ Child inpact assessment possible ” '
3+ if Head Start enrollment is I LI
increased or if attrition lessens, : e
“Problems with sample size, N ’
v |  comparability, or instrumentation |

4. are severe and assessment of child | ) X
- impact might best rely on
oo ol ]

AﬁFEWPf@blEfﬂ% exist for the bebebelel Db e

assessment of child impact. AR

4

| aDnly ﬁDC chlldren cculd be aggregated because PDC and ccmparlscn chlldren are nct dlEtlﬂgUlEhEd
‘ at the Head Start level. . .

‘. [:R\}:s analy51s would not ;nclude the ccmparlscn chlldren;‘




e . Maryland--the full samples differed on important .
background characteristics (the PDC group had a
higher proportion of black children, a lower propor-
tion of Spanish-speaking children, and a higher -
proportion of whites); in the analytic sample, all
of the PDC children had prior preschool experience
while .less than one-third of the comparison group
had prior preschool. There were no group differences
on performance variables. .

¢ Michigan--the analytic samples differed on four

_background variables; the PDC group had a smaller
‘proportion of black children, the children had more
siblings, mothers were more likely to be employed,
and families were more likely to have fathers :
present; the group differences in SES and ethnicity
present more serious problems for this site than
for any of the others. ' : : :

e Utah--differences were found on three background
variables and on one performance measure; the PDC
children were slightly older than the comparisons,
their mothers were less likely to be employed,
and families were more likely to have fathers
‘present. '

West Virginiaﬁ=differaﬁces were found on two back
ground variables and-two performance measures; the

PDC group had a higher proportion of boys than
the comparison group and PDC families were less
' likely to have fathers present. S

As explained in Chapter III, these imbalances appear to
be largely corrected when sites are aggregated, but for
within~-site analyses to be feasible, a closer match on back-
ground and performance variables should be obtained for
Cohort 2. Recommendation 4 addresses procedures for achieving
improved PDC-comparison matches.

At two sites (California-Spanish and Texas-English)
estimates of likely attrition and the projected numbers of
children to be served by thé programs raise some concerns
for the possibility of a five-year longitudinal study when
the 'sample at each site is divided ‘into Spanish- and English-
dominant .children. California has a small proportion of



Spanish-dominant children, whereas in Texas, English-dominant
children are in the minority. Because of the importance

of the bilingual/bicultural demonstration projects, it is
recommended that testing be continued in these groups, even'
though it may be necessary to aggregate data from the two

 sites to achieve sufficient sample sizes for a child impast
- study (see also Recommendation 6). .

g Pf@blgms with both group differences and projected
sample size were found for three of the sites (Connecticut,
New Jersey, and Texas-Spanish): .o

e ' Connecticut--PDC-comparison differences were found
on three background characteristics in the analytic
sample; the PDC group had a higher proportion of
Spanish-speaking children,.a larger proportion of
children who had prior preschool experience, and
PDC families were more likely to have fathers
present: there were no group differences on any
of the performance measures. Although attrition
suggests the need for 75 children in each group
next fall, funding levels will permit the program
to serve only 60 children in each group. Attrition
is compounded by the problem of tracking comparison
children to 12 different,elementary schools.

e New Jersey--group diffeéerences were found on four
background characteristics and one performance
measure: the PDC group had a lower proportion of
boys and a larger proportion of children who had
prior preschool; PDC families were less likely to
have a father present and PDC children had more
siblings. Problems with sample size are greatest
for the comparison Head Start group. ;

@ Texas-Spanish--group differences were found on one
background characteristic and two performance measures
and the sample size required is considerably larger .
than the number of children it is possible for the
program to serve. : '

Finally, there dre two sites where a combination of
factors leads to the conclusion that continued child testing
would not be.the best use of evaluation resources. In _
Arizona, expected sample sizes ‘are extremely small, but even




more important, adequate measures for assessing social
competence of Navajo-speaking children simply are not
available. In Florida, although there were relatively minor
differences between groups on background characteristics and
on one performance measure, the key consideration in this
recommendation is the sample size. The program is designed
to serve a small number of children and project attrition
over a five-year period appears to be high. (It should be
pointed out that, although school records indicate high
attrition between kindergarten and third grade, recent
information from the program indicates that school-wide
attrition may not accurately reflect attrition within the
Head Start migrant population.) At each of these sites,

it would be best to focus the evaluation effort on those
activities (e.g., interviewing parents, surveying teachers,
assessing implementation) that can be most responsive to

the unique characteristics of .the site. '

3. Where sample size has been identified as a.,problem,
sites should be encouraged to increase the number of
ehildren for fall 1876 in line with the numbers
recommended. '

Sample size is likely to.be a problem in at least five
sites, but the evaluation could be improved at all sites if
larger numbers of children were enrolled. At the same time,
sites should be encouraged to provide more recent and more
reliable data on attrition from Head Start to third grade to
permit the most realistic assessment’of:necessary sample size.

4. A high priority should be set on encouraging sites to’
recruit ehildren in a way that will maximize the match
between the PDC and comparison Head Start children.

~ The data presented by site in Interim Report III should
be used to guide recruiting decisions, and, whenever there are
more children available than can be served by the program,
children should be enrolled in such a way as to balance PDC
and comparison Head Start programs on background characteristics.
It is also recommended that High/Scope staff work with OCD
staff to develop procedures to assist the sites in following

40
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this recommendation. Sites should also be encouraged to

assist in maintaining complete records on the children
enrolled so that information on background characteristics
will be as complete and accurate as possible.

5. The comparvability of PDC and comparison groups at
cach site must be reevaluated when fall 1976 data
are available. )

: The importance of the match on certain background charac-
teristics cannot be overemphasized. Factors such as SES,

. prior preschool experience and ethnicity are known to relate
to performance measures, and it cannot be assumed, a priori,
that statistical adjustments will restore balarce completely.
Problems of unmatched samples are especially critical where
sample sizes are small, as is likely to be the case with

the expected attrition in most of the sites.

If a site shows a small degree of imbalance on a small
number of variables, a site-level analysis of children's
test scores might still be possible so long as PDC and ‘
comparison samples are of adequate size. Larger imbalances
on a larger number of variables for a given site may prohibit
site-level analysis, but with adequate sample size, the site's
data may be usefully p@élgd with data from other sites for
an aggregate analysis.. HOwever, if a site hds extreme problems
with both comparability and sample size, it is unlikely that
child test data from that site can contribute usefully to
any analysis. After examining fall 1976 data, the feasibility
of continuing the longitudinal study can be assessed.

6. Special attention ghould. be given to providing additional
support to the two bilingual/bicultural demonstration.
sites thal serve both Spanish- and English-speaking children.

PDC is unigue among national demonstration programs in its
attempt to seriously address the needs of bilingual/bicultural
children, and considerable effort has been devoted to developing
both implementation and impact assessment procedures that are
sensitive to the special characteristics of the programs and
their children. At one BL/BC program (Colorado) there appears

[ W
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to be no difficulty with projecting within-site analyses of
child impact, but an evaluation of this site one would not
provide an adequate.test of BL/BC programs, sihce all childrer’
are English dominant. The other two sites present some
difficulties, partly because of insufficient numbers of
children in each language group. ‘At current and projected
sample. sizes, within-site analyses would only be possible

for the English-speaking children in California; data from

. California and Texas would have to be pcoled in order to

assess impact on Spanish-speaking children. Although this
sites in the populations served and in the nature of the
bilingual programs, the Office of Child Development should
determine whether pooling data from these two sites would
provide the necessary information on program effectiveness.
If not, additional resources should be found to enable
California and Texas to serve a larger number of children,
if larger populations of eligible children exist who are
not currently enrolled. .

‘may present conceptual problems because of differences among

Conclusions

Two general conclusions emerge from the findings of this
report. First, the child measures pilot-tested in fall 1976
are basically suitable for assessing the impact of PDC, at
least at the Head Start level. By dropping a few measures,
modifying others and pilot testing two additional measures
this spring, it is believed that a sound measurement battery
can be achieved.

The second conclusion is that the methodological problems
assessed in this report, while real, are still manageable.
If the recommendations can be followed (particularly with
respect to reducing PDC-comparison group differences) there
is every indication that a successful evaluation of the ‘
impact of PDC on children's social competence can be completed.
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APPENDIX A

Desfi iptions of the Measures Sele:tea

The test _review process resulted in the selection of the
following instruments: T ]

SgeigZ%Emgtignal7@§a5urgs

PDC Classroom Observation System

Preschool Interpersonal Problem-Solving Test (PIPS).
Pupil Observation Checklist (POCL) !
Stephen-Delys Reinforcement Contingency Interview (S-D)

Psychomotor Measures

Arm Coordination [McCarthy Scales of Children's Ability
(MSCa) ]
. Leg Coordination (MSCA)

Block Building (MSCA)

Draw-A-Child (MSCA)

Co g itive and Language Measures

Block Design (WPPSI)
Black Design (WISC)

Conceptual Grouping (MSCA)
Opposite Analogies (MSCA)
Verbal Memory (MSCA)

Verbal Fluency (MSCA)

Do You Know...? (CIRCUS)

Say and Tell (CIRCUS) 1
Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM)

Other Measures

PDC Child Rating Scale

Height and Weight

Adult Language Check

Demographic Information Sheet
Wepman Auditory Dl%:rlmlﬁat on Test

Each of these measures is described briefly below. For
a more extensive review, seellntéflm Report II, Part B:
Recammendatl@ns for Measuflng Program _ Impact (1975)




PDC Classroom Observation System (High/Scope Foundation,
unpublished) . <The PDC observation system was developed to
provide information about children's classroom behavior along
dimensions pertinent to the social-emotional: goals of Project
Developmental Continuity. The system focuses on aspects of an
individual child's behavior, verbal or nonverbal, that reflect
the child's attitude toward himself, and on the child's social
competence as demonstrated in his interaction with peers and
adults.

Using a time sampling method, trained observers observe
each child for five minutes at four different times during the
day and code their behavior into eight general categories.
These categories include: "noninvolved," "involved," "interacts
with, peer," "uses peer as resource," "interacts with adult,”
"yses adult as rescurce,” "expresses pride in personal achievements
or attributes,! and "dramatic play." A ninth category, "activity
level,” is included to provide information concerning the
context in which these behaviors were observed. Each of these .
categories includes subcategories that are designed to identify
the frequency and nature of specific behaviors within the general.
category. ' . :

preschool Interpersonal Problem-Solving Test (Shure and

- spivack, 1974). -The PIPS attempts to assess the child's ability
to name alternative solutions to a life-related problem--that of
obtaining a toy from ancther child. Paper cut-outs_ of boys,
§girls and toys are used in .pfesenting the problem. Among inner- .
‘city four-year-olds attending the ‘Philadelphia Get Set day care
program, those judged as better-adjusted by their teachers were
able to conceptualize a greater number and a wider range of
alternative solutions to real-life problems than were their more,
. poorly adjusted classmates. i i g 2 -

This is a rating scale consisting of eleven 7-point bipolar
adjectives derived from a similer scale used in the Home Start
evaluation. The items aré divided into two subscales, Child's
Testing Behavior and Problem-Solving Behavior, and the. ratings.

are all completed by the tester .after he or she has administered -

all the other measures in the battery to a child. LT . <

Eupii;pbservgtion Checklist (High/S;@ée Fpundétigng unpublished)..

Stephens-Delys Reinforcement ontingency Interview (Stephens
and Delys, 1973). This instrument seeks to measure the extent
to which a child believes .that the behavior of others around
him is contingent on his own behavior. The .instrument was
shortened to a’version consisting of 12 items that ask’ questions
such as:  "What makes teacherg smile?" Responses are ‘coded
internal if answered in a way that indicates attribution of

control,to oneself (e.g., "When I...") and external if the answer

suggests. that the behavior is under the control of someone else
(e.g., "When Daddy..."). e s T
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ntelligence Scale for Children, Block Design
(subtest) (Wechsler, 1949). The task consists of reproducing
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{constructing) designs with colored blocks (cubes), either

when modeled by the examiner or when presented on a card. The
measure taps problem-solving abilities, flexibility in response
style, visual-motor organization and execution.

CIRCUS subtest: Do You Know...? (Educational’ Testing
—1974). This is @ general information test. The child

ses the picture which appropriately answers the examiner's
stion. This task taps the child's experience in a variety of
s (health, safety, social standards, consumer concepts) .
~ircus subtest: Say and Tell (Educational Testing Service,
1974). This test consists of two parts and taps children's
Tanguage abilities. In the first part the child is given a
pencil and asked attribute questions, e.g9., "What color is it?";
in the second part the child is given two pennies and is askad
to describe them. Scoring is based on categories of attributes
which the child mentions. : .

|2
"

Bilingual Syntax Measure (Burt, Dulay and Hernandez C., 1975).
This test is designed to measure children's oral proficiency
in standard English and/or standard Spanish grammatical structures.
Simple questions are used with cartoon-type colored pictures
. to provide a conversational setting for eliciting natural speed.
\ An analysis of the child's response yields a numerical indicator
and a gualitative description of the child's structural language
proficiency in standard English or standard Spanish. Responses
are written down verbatim.
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PDC Child Rating Scale (High Foundation, unpublighag},
This instrument is designed as a re of social competence
to be administered by the resp~c lassroom teachers of the
children rated. For each of tue ~ms, specific behaviors
such as "Uses words or wits' to 11 u > others™ are rated on
a 5-point aiali according to frequency of occurrence ("Very
frequently” to "Rarely). Summation of the ratings yields
two aggregate measures: interpersonal competence and task
Ccmpeten;e (learning-to-learn ability)

Welght and Height. Thes: = ~t data are collected
for all children in the sample In most cases the tester
porsonally weighs and measures the child, although in some
instances Head Start records were used to avoid duplication

of effort.

Adult Ldnguage Check. This measure is used in the
blllﬁgualfb;cultuLaL demonstrat on sites to obtain an indication
of the languages the adults in the classroom use during their
interactions with children. The interviewer sits in the

‘_classroom for a two hour pe LQd and records i.ne language used
oha

by the teachers and aides apr imately every five minutes
Demograhic Information Sheet. Demographic information
uch as years of mother 's education, presence of handicap,
svious preschool experience, number of siblings, occupation
parentsi etc. was collected primarily Irom the HHead Start
o

r‘l’

Wepman Auﬂltory Discrimination Test. Th's instrument

tests chilldren' ability to discriminate between sounds.

Not all the above measures were used in all PDC sites.
After the basic battery was selected, each site was asked
whether any of the five optional measures (Wepman, DO You Know...?
(CIRCUS), How Much and How Many (CIRCUS), How words Work (CIRCUS),
and Opposite Analogies -(MSCA) were related to their specific
goala and objectives and, 1f so, whether they wanted them included
in the battery for that particular site. Four sites did Léquast
at least one site-specific measure. Information on which
measures were administered in each site is given in Tables A-1
and A-2.

"
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Site-Specific Instruments, Chosen Locally
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Flow Charts for the Analysis Procedure
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Flow Chart for Step 2:
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