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o INTRODUCT | ON

= - ,; 7, ,,,,, = . i

Overview of Project Develop mentai Eantlnqigy (FDC) . - S
‘ The‘foize of’Child Déve]omeﬁt‘éfiginated Project-Developmental
Continuity (PDC) in 1974 as a Head Start.demonstration program ''aimed
.at promoting greater continuity of education and comprehensive child
: deveicmeﬁt'servTcey for zhiidggn as they”make the transition from pre-
“school to- school''. The single most “important effect of thig undertaking,
“itis haped will be to enhange the social competence of the children
servedﬂ—tﬁat is, to increase their everyday eFfEﬁtlveness in dealing
© with their envirohment (at school, at home, in the community,-# Y
:jsaalety) _PDC also aims to bring about broader and -more inpensive in- '

volvement of-parehts and teachers in the governance of schopl affairs,
. even bayand

.

and te premote poditive change in the institutional process)
the people who may occupy the |n5t|tut|gn at’ a glveﬁ tlme.
As part of the opgrall .Head Start lmpravemeﬁt and 'ﬁnov'tiOﬁ effort,
'PDC. emphasizes the involveméht of adm4n|strator5, classroom sjtaff, and
parents in formulating educational ‘goals;and deve]oplng a col prehensuve
‘curriculum. The object is to ensure that children receive continuous
‘individualized attention as they progress from Head Start through the
early primary grades. |f the yrogram is successful, existing discgatinu-
ities betwean Head Start and edementary school experiences will bg reduced
by PDC- mechanjisms that encourage communication and mutual dec ision“mak
among preschool angfélementarw_sc ®o)  teachers, administrators, and
parents. . / \ ' ‘ o
" N ; .
School crganlzat10n5 at 15 sités around the country FECEIVEd 0ocD
Fundlng durlng 1974 -75° to d351gn and ‘plan implementation of seven _pre- -

@ Administration: admlﬂlstFEEIVE EQDFdIﬂatIGn between and w:thln
[ T
Head Start and elementary SEhQO] : S

e

i = = = © - ) iz".i = _
:\"Educatlan coordination of ¢urriculup approaches and educational
goals; o ' Y 4 :

- Tralﬁlngz preservice and |n§EFV|¢E'tea;her,‘;tafF aﬂd DQFEﬁt
tFaIﬂlﬁq lﬁ pFDgram F%} ted areasy .
- gﬂg

1

. ?‘—j
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- Developmggt§l_§gpﬂmrt,$efvi;és;-.zampréhensive 53rvi;esﬁ(médf:a1,
nutritidnal, and social) to children and families; :

o

L Eg;ap;;iﬁvo1vameﬁt: parent participation in policy-making, home#, i
- .school activities, and classroom yisits or valuntaériﬁg; : 1 -,

e v o : B : :
e Services for the handicapped: services for handlgapped chlldrén
and chlldren with ]EEFﬁIﬂQ{dISébI]ItIES °

_ ] Ei]iﬁguailbicplgural and multicuitural'education " programs for .

bl]lngual/b:cu]tura] or multicultural childrep.
A
During Yéar 1,7 1975-76, 14 sites (aneLEéd withdrawn voluntarily),
comprising a total of 42 Head Start centers and elementary schools,
began their ‘'start-up' year, pilot testing their adaptations of the PDC.
.program, In 1376 -77 PDC s supposed to exist in'mature form at _the 13’ § -
sites that were refunded for Year Ill. .If a longitudinal study of PDC
is commissioned; “&he program's &ffects wul] be examined throughout the
) _period beg|nn|ng W|th the present year and continuing until .the end
of the 1980-81 school’ year During this per.iod Ehﬂé%%Fn in the current

testing samples (Cchort 2) will progress from Head ° rt gthrough' grade 3.
‘x T B - =

&

’ ' ’ : .
- ‘Purposes of the PDC Evaluation L ’ ' \ T
) i
The major purpose of the'PDC evaluation is to aid .the Office of
Child Develdpment in its efforts to design effective programs for early
childhood education. To accomplish this, ‘the evaluation will ultlmately /
have to assess PDC's ‘impact in four areas: children's social competence, ‘
parent participation and attitudes, teacher attltudes and work styles ;
and the Grganlzatlaﬁa] g]lmateafsi the Schools
In addit|0n to describing ‘the coﬁSequénces of PDC, the evaluation o
will describe and analyze the processes that . ed to those consequences.!?
It is.important to emphasize here that the aims of the total evaluation
are to produce conclusions about what happened (impact) &nd how and ‘why _—
it happened (process). This information will facilitate future decisions
about whether the program should be repllcated, and if so, how replication
can best be %gﬁ@mp]ISHEd in the light of past experience. e

. B - = R ; * ‘ . g i 7
: ‘PufP§S%j¥ijhv Repart . ' ' & )

, . - . - -
This report summar.izeg the anaiyses and conclusions of Interim Report
VI., The analyses were carried out on information collected primarily

¢§ . . . " . -

. . -

EEg

‘IVG]QmE 2 of Interim Report 1V (Auqu;t 1976) dESCFIbE: the plans aﬁd
prodedures of the Implementation Study

ey ® /..
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~during the fall of 1976 on childrep who entered PDC or comparison Head .
Start programs, and were directed ftoward answering three criticam™
quéstions related to assessing impact on children:

. \ o
1. Are the measuring instruments-appropriate to the.task?’
. , , ‘
s 2. Are the PDC and zomparison'gréups really Eompéﬁébié?

3. Will Iarge enough PDC and comparison samp]es remaln to permit’
a longitudinal study? ' ) s
Preliminary ‘information related to these three questlans was gathered ir
1975-76.. On-the basjs of answers.gained that year, some instruments wefe
eliminated from the battery and.others were modified; recommendations .
. were made for Head Start enrollment procedures in order to balance -PDf
and comparison groups in certain important:réspects; and it was decid ad
that the samples would prcbably remain large.enough over a five- year i
term to permlt group ccmparisans but that ‘attrition should be te- assessgd

in 1976-77.

. Iln-this report, the fall 1976 finding' are |ntegrated W|th prevucus
findings and their |mﬁllﬁat|on5 for a Iongltudlﬁal study of PDC's impact
are considered. The discussion concludes with Fecommenqatlans for the
future of the evaluatlcn : - al

—" , - D y 0
j}%ése conclusions are documented and discussed in Interig Report |V, ¢

tume-1, Pilot Year Impact Study: Instrument Characteristics and

SAttrltlgm Trends, Augu3€71§76 \ 7

= /.
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B R L © METHODS
%: ’ . . ,‘ ‘ . = -
| Measures | ! 3 S : ; : S

The measures on-which this report focuses are tests af cagnrtlve and
language. development, psychomotor develapment and saﬁlal-emetlgna]
‘behavior (see list in Tabte 3).! Additional data on the program's |mpa§t
on children are obtained through teacher and tester ratlﬁgs of chlfdren s
}fbehEVIaf and a classraam observation system. . S -

v 1 B S B - Lo g
. Data Cciiectigﬁ N ¢ : . [S N R

Teatlng, observations and ratlngs were campleted in fali 1976 by 36
tegtersfabservers hired from each of the PDC communities and trained by
High/Scope staff. Standard procedures for checking agcuracy cf testlng
procedures and quality of the data were followed 2 : N

Data ca]leﬂtion began in mid- September and was completed within nine
or ten weeks at each site. Across the 12 sites, 1,219 chi]dﬁén,weré(testéd

- and rated, and observations were completed in 80 classrooms. The compositions
of the Samples in terms of - daﬁagraphli characterlstlas are - presented by ..
site in Table 1. -

Data Ana! is

The data analyses proceéeded through aisgguence oF six steps which

focused first or the chatracteristics of the inktruments and then on the
characteristics of the samples. These steps p'avnded |nfarmat|0n on the
following: ‘ : - ~ :

¢ @ *reliability of the instruments:,

o validity of the instruments,
- X
‘@ cross-time and cross-sample corigruence of te]iabii?ty and validity
- findings (examination of fall 1976 data in relation to data from .
fall 1975 and Sprgﬁg 1976) , : . o

1The Fatlona]e for selecting these measures is dEcumented in Intefrim Repdrt
i ReggmmendatngnJ far meagurnnq program |mpa§t June 1975

Procedures Manual prepared for the High/Scope field: staff.

= = S . : .
R f . . u . &

2These prC&dUFE: are described Fully in Interim Report VI and in:theﬂfjei'




)

+ o factor structure of the battér‘y,,} : ) )

.- @ compardbility of &FF'E;C and Sémparispﬁ ‘samples,

] - adequacy of present sample sizes in v(\ew of projected attrition.

HETEE
-

A T ‘
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FINDINGS

The three questions addressed in this report are particuiariy
crltlcalias the PDC evaluatnon begins what could become a f|ve=year
longytudinal study of the rbénefits that result from children's partici-
pation in Dévelopmental Continuity programs from Head' Start through

- third grade. :In this section key findings relating to the three o/

questions are summarized FoIIOW|ng a brief d15cu554an of the lmpéFtEﬁEE
of each question. - :

LY
- b ]

Are thE‘Heasuffﬁg [nstruments Appropriate to the Task?

of children, it is essentlal that the instruments u5ed yle]d measures

that, ccllectlvely, represent social competenae in an, accurate and mganing-
ful way. Six criteria have been uded for judging the adequacy of the
instruments: reliability (internal consistency), validity (congruence
with expectations),; sensitivity to change over tlme; apparent relevance

to social competence, suitability for use in higher grades, and ease of
administration. t '

€

° Rellab|llt', Table 2 summarizes the reliability findings for the
tests. The internal consistenty reliability coefficient was .65 or
greater for all measures in both the Eng]lsh- and Spanish-dominant samples.
Most measures. have remained copstant.in their reliability ‘indices across
the three timepoints at which they have been administered during this

evaluation. Chamges in scoring have increased the reliability of: two

~measures, but the reliability of another measure has declined slightly.

¥

Vaiidity The validation procedures involved determining the expected
relatlonghlp of Eéih measure with each of the others, then ﬁomparlﬂg ‘these

- expectations with the FE]atIOﬂEhlpS that agtually appeared in the data.

Under this convergent-discriminate method of assessing validity, the
as;umptlon is made: that if an instrument is actually meagurlng the con-
struct it is- intended to measure, the results WIIT'correlate highly with
other measures of the same geﬁeral construct, will correlate moderately
‘with measures of-similar constructs, and will not %DFFE]StE at all with
measures of |ndependent constructs. - All the instruments examined are
acceptably valid for Head Start children, as evidenced. by the stability
of their validity indices across two cohDrEJ and three" tlmElentE



=

SEﬁSItIVIty to Chaﬂge. Since f

E\Impact Study depends upon the
PDC battery of medsyres to detect chnges that can be attributed to pro-.
gram differences, three typés of a@nalyses based on the ptlat samples'
fall 11975 and spring ]975 data WEFEeESFFlEd out:

3 s 1_

-~ a The EorfélatIOn of eash measure in the fall and in the 5pr|ng o
k ] ‘wieth child age at the time of”testing was calculated to
; deté?mlne the age-relatedness of the measures; the correlations
tended to be low, positive} amd significant, Wlth ggeff|c13nt5
genena]ly between 415 and §D : . ) ?
. F
- ; e The dIFFEFEﬁEE between the fall mean scotre and the spring mean
score on edth measure was analyzed to ascertain if the scores
. increased significantly from fall to spring; all5ﬁaasq}§é except
: f © the Bilingual Syntax Measure-English showed a significant fall-
_to-spring increase. '
e A regression procedure was us ed to determine whether the observed
sprlng mean on a measurP ‘was equal to or greater than the ex-
"pected, or predicted, spring meén, more than half of the children
‘ ’ obta|ned an actual spring score equal to or greater than their
eerCtad gprlng score indicating that the tests are sensitive to
chaﬁge due to educational experience as well 'as to experience
that i ,lmpjy a function of increased age.

—Relevance to social" c@mpatence Since the PDC battery was ;onstltuted
%ith the intent of measuring the ‘tra’its that comprise\social ngpetenie,
an aﬁaly5|5 wa§ performed for the August 1976 Impact Study report that
examined the relationship of spring 1976 test scores to ad hoc criteria:
of social competence. The-criteria were established by factor analyzing

. ratings completed by each.child's teacher and tester, and then creating
factor scores for each child that represented hi's or her status on each
of the ''social competence'' factors. The assessments prDVldEd hy the
“teachers and testers are based upon observations of each child's behavior
in a variety df formal ,and informal |tuat10ﬁ§_ and thus- 3@g|cally come

_close to representing measures of the child's Neveryday effectiveness,
i.e., social competgnce’

=

The object of the analysis (a linear FEQFESSiDﬁ~éFG§EdUTE) was to
determine the magnitude of the relationship existing between the tests
incladed in the PDC battery and the ''social competence' criteria. The
more relevant the tests are to social cpmpetence, the stronger the
relationship expected. All tests except Arm CDDFdIﬂaEIDﬂ were found to
be substantially a%sa&jated with the collective ''social competence'
criteria. Thus, these tests, originally selected for their theoretical
relevance to social coppetence, seem to provide measures that arc

‘E?piricélly relevant tg‘social competence as well. '
: o

N : ~
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ng the 1975-76 testing

=

Suntabullty for use in the higher grades. uri
periods, approx|mataly 25 children per grade (kindergarten through grade 3)
were tested at the Georgia site as part of thé cross- ngCIOﬁal design
there., In addition, 30 third gradef, werg teste =d in Maryland.

Conclusions about the suitability of the child measures for use at
pach of these grades were based on four factors: response distributions
on the items of each measure, mean scores on‘each measure, reliability
(internal consistency), and va)idity. Based on these factors, all of the
measures appear to be useful through grade 3, either in their présent
forins or'with modifications.

Ease of administration. One,of the-tactors taken into consideration
when tests were being reviewede for the PDC Impact Study was their general
suitability for admihistration by a paraprofessional. In general,
monitoring of testefs during training and data collection indicates that
the tests have pdt been difficult to administer. Tester performance
ImprDV&S with practice and adm|n|3trat|aﬁfd|FFlcult|es are more apparent

“with new tester: than with -experienced. ones.

o

Are the PDC and Cnm%ar|50ﬁ Groups Really Comparable?

.The fects of PDC upon children will be determined primarily by
comparing the performance of children~in PDC testing samples with the
performance of children who are “similar, but who do not participate in
. PDC (i.e., a comparisan group). The assumption implicit in this comparison
- is that the children in the: two groups would remgin parallel were it not
for. the intervention of PDC, "and thus the way chuldren in the comparison
group perform in the futufe stands for the way PDC children would have
performed without the presumed advantage of PDC. Whether this assumption
itself stands or falls depends upon the initial ’quivaiéﬁcé of the two *°
gr less they are very similar to begin with, or can legitimately
‘be equalized-by statistical Mmeans, no sensible comgarisaﬁ can be made.

ef
t

m

*  For each site and for each variable appearing in'Table 3, the assump-

tion of PDC-comparison group equality was tested statistically (using

B the chi-square technique, for categorical variables and L:fagtg for metric
variables) All availablé data entered into each analysis, meaning that'
even tf 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 LhSnLE probability of the-
observed difference to be less than c

ane in ]DO {(p=.017). These analyses

3

show that:
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prominent than their dlthFEﬂEES; In the Baglish-dominant sample,
there are no significant. group differences on the background
variables and only one difference in test performance. |In the
‘Spanish-dominant sample, the groups differed on only one back-
ground variable, ang there was no leﬁgrengg Oﬁ any of the per-
formance meas ureg <

C:, =

. o

At the individual site level the groups appear similar; !beiﬁj/

are differences on background variables in only one site! O&
performance measures, of the 13 comparisons made (the Spanish
and English gamples in California and Texas were tested
separately in these analyses), ten showed either no group
differences or differences only on the POCL or Helght and Weight;
only two.sites had group differences on more than one ChL$d

measure. o ‘

\At the aggregate Ievalgﬁﬁ?’g milaritiés of the groups are more

Will. Large Enough PDC and Comparison Samples” Remain to-Permit a Laﬁgltudlnal
Btudy? '

In
the PDC
to parm|

will inevitably occur, and 'the smaller the groups become, the ftore difficult

it will
factors

The first aalumﬁ gf Table 4 shac; for each site and for aYl'sites¥%a%?

collecti
testing

£

/.

addition to the requirement of comparability, it is important that

and comparison testlﬁg samples remain large ehnough as time passes -

t continuing aﬁa]$525 of their relative performance. Artrition
be tSﬂ&eparate PDC's effects from the effects of the many other

that contribute to the performance of ,the children.

vely, the number of children tha t were available for fall 1976
at PDC and comparison Head Start centers. These ihnldren con%tié

tute the full sample of Cohort 2, the cohort® wHose progress will

followed

through grade 3. O0On the average, these gr{ups are about,Su'

smaller than the sites had estimated they would be.’ Moreover, the mean

retention rate -determined this fall for Cohort

children (Cohort 2's

|
-pilot-year predecessors, now in kindergarten) is,]QWEthﬁan was antici-

“pated. |

"« The number of PDC and Cnmparl:mn children-who will actua ally be available

for tt‘ﬁt

e

ing in‘the future is likely to be lower than these projections,

FDF a number of reasons. First, the f|quﬁes represent children in the

Full sample.

the elimination of some children from the analytic sample; which is the

SDUF§E o

f the data used for ;Eatlttlcal analysis., -About 11% .of the full-

sample were excluded from the ahalytig, sample for reasons of handl;ap or
language. ’ '

H]
} oo
. .
b

Consideration of handicap and language factors would requj ra

4
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- Taking these factors into i@hs$ﬁEﬁ§ti@n,
parison children from Cohort 2 who are likely to remain in the analytic
sample of English-dominant children through grade 3 kan be estimated ’ -
at about 375 (205 PDC children, 170 comparison childten). The number
‘of children likely to remain in the Spanish-domina sample is about L0
(20 PDC, 20 comparison children). :

the number of PDC/and com-
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, ' CONCLUS 1ONS , ‘ . )
; - ) .

The findings presented in Interum Report VI and reviewed here support -~ )
thé‘?G]]OWlng answers to the three questions posed for this phase of the
evaluation. E , .o CoL

Are the Measuring Instruments Appropriate to the Tagk? \
- . - . . . N
p YES, it can be said with few reservations that all of the instruments
“included in the battery satisfy all the criteria that have been used in
judging them (see Table 5). In addition, although the factor structure
of the battefy does not correspond exactly to the a priori categorization
of the tests (EOgﬁlthE Jlanguage, social-emotional, psychomotor), the

. factors that emerge are similar to those expected far both the English-
dominant and Spanish-dominant groups, and indicate that, the battery does
provide coverage OF‘tHESE/aFEE§ ‘In addition, tHe observation system
appears acceptable as a means of assessing the classroom envuronment.

S , C é
Are the PDC and ( @mﬁaﬁijaﬂ Qr@upf Really Lampafabléf

i
4 B

YES, at the site Ievel Cohort 2 PDC and comparison groups seem to
be more 5|mllar than were Cohort 'l groups. The comparability of the
aggregated Englu:h- and Spahnshﬁas%nnaﬂt DC and comparison groups seems
quite Sattafaitary for analytit purposes. 'In future analyses of test
scofe gain, thé vgriabﬁes oh“which, the groups differ initially tan be , ’ . i
adJuSted without dIF’FIEuItY o _make allowances for initial status. =~ '

Will Large Enough Scomsles Remain fb? a Longitudinal Study? -

> -

Y, YES, by aggregating PDC and comparison groups across sites, a suf-
s ficient sample can be consti ituted to allow analyses to ‘continue through
1980-81, when Cohort 2 will be in grade 3. This is certainly true for
the Engll;h dominant sample, at least; it is less certalinly true for the
Spanish- dOmlﬁEﬁt sample. However, even for “the fatter, analyses could
proceed for a few years--long enough to allow pre‘lmlﬁary conclusions
to be drawn about ‘the effects of PDC. It is obvious from attrition

ERIC
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projections, however, that if the evaluation depended upon?gitéslevei
analyses of PDC's effects on children, the sample siwes available at
most sites would be inadequate by the time Cohort 2 reaches first grade.

Summary

_ The preliminary phase of the PDC evaluation has achieved its primary
objective of determining the feasibility of a longitudinal study: suitable
measures have been selected, adapted, tried out, modified and analyzed; ¢
comparison groups have been located at each site that arélydilémgt;héd to:
the PDC groups; and PDC sites have been successful in recruiting enough
children for the PDC and  comparison groups to permit, at least in the
aggregates, a study of PDC’s EFFECES;QH the children's progress through
third grade. '

¢

=

. N .
Lo EET =

i

I
i

)




- Table 1-
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e ) - Table 2

Reliability of the Child Méasu:es . P
Cronbach's Alpha (Internal CDQSLSEEHCY) s
for Fall 1976-.Head Start Children

Craﬂbach‘s Alpha
T - EngT15h Bominant SDan1Sh “Dominant
) Measgr?s ) ___Children; - Cﬁ11dren o
o ' ’ . n r., n r-.
COGNITIVE-LANGUAGE ’f{L; . AL
. Bilingual Syntax Measure-English| . 997 = /g4 39 .93
Bilingual Syntax;ﬁeasureéSpanishb }, 16 ° .95 .89 .86
‘Block Design (WPPSI) : 999 .77 94 _ .82
Verbal- Fluency (MSCA) : ‘ 976 g 9z .87
Verbal Memory-1 (MSCA) : 997 L85 T 94 .89
Verbal Memory-2 (MSCA) - 989 93 - .84
Draw-A-Child (MSCA) 978 .84 92 .78
PSYCHOMOTOR
Arm Coordination (MSCA) . 976 &5 89 73
SOCIAL-EMOTIONAL / .
POCL-Total {High/Scope) 1001° .95 94 .97
POCL-1  (Hid%§/Scope) 1001 - .95 94 .96
POCL-2 (H1gh/5cape) 1001 . 90. 94 L 96
gf ) , W\
a . . }
Two instruments are nat included: the scoring of the Preschoo1 Inter-
personal Problem Solving Test does not lend itself to computing alpha,
® and the reliability of the classroom observation system was determ1ned
differently.
h- L L ) . N
*Texasiaﬂd California only QBi]ingua1!BicuTtura1_Dem@nstratiaﬂ Sites).
q(
{
.o
: L
' 16
E # Emd L S
{;
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dtatistically significant

_group difference (p<.01)
no significant difference
between groups

data insufficient for
analysis

test not appropriate

%

Table

and Cgmﬁafiéén
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| Table 4
N | | ) .
Projected Retention of Cohort 2 Childfeh for Each
Year of:the Prospective Longitudinal Study

© (1976-77 _ 1977-78 197879 | T1979-80  T980-81.

‘Head Start’ K ] 2 3
%9 N % N %N %

S A

=
=
=

PC | 100 42H0 31 59 26 54
Comp 100 40 42. 17 35 14 32

Tl W
s
[
Lint

g D

California

n
ey

PDC 100

o 49 27 4] 23 38 .
Colorado Comp 100 ;

42 13 35 11 32

T e

(] .
==
LSou T

[N %]

Ly
[\

50 28 42 24 39
42 24 35 20 32

Ty
Dy

PDC 100
Comp 100

T
[

3 Lo
5

[

ry

W
)
2y
I
*
)
r

Connecticut

POC | -100 47 © $1° 15 26 12 24
© 2

| Florida Comp |7 100 ‘39 65 ‘25 55 21 50
~— )

el QS
)
mnd
[y
oy

=

Georgia PBC 100+ g6 77 35 65 30 SJf 27

"l
[Xa]
Lot
ey

N - .
1 ' PDC’ 100 50 51
] Iawi ;

] 26 43 - 22 139 20 32 18
Comp 100 54 38 21 32 1

17 29 16 24 13

Y

Comp TQO - 58 77 45 65 38 y 59 34 49 23

S

L3 PDC 100 ."¢4 73 32 61 29 56 . 25 46 20
Mﬁry]and

>l
M
Wy,
v

N PDC 100 s# B6 57 72 . T 66 44 . 54 36
Michigan Comp | 100 64 69 44 58. 73 93 54 43 2

T,
ll

LSar

) = . - s
e . PDC 100 64 84 54. 71 ¥ 68 42 .53 . 34
Texas Comp 100 57 76 43 64 36 ;g\ ’ Y

g

Utah PDC 100 68 62 42 62 35 48 33 39 27
' Comp 100 61~ 36 22 30 18 28 17 23 1
| Washington  "0C 100 58 62 36 52 30 48 28 39 23

PDC . 100 4s gg 25 46 21 - 42 129 35 18
Comp 1000 570 73 97 61 23 56 21 46 17

s bd, e
= [

West Virginia

PDC | 100 44 63 408 54 345 49 16 40 268
Comp 100" 675 58 334 49 280 45 248 36 209

AGGRE GATE
, A ~ 7 e —

NOTE: "%" represents proportion of original group remaining, "N represents
size of grbup remaining. In the 1976-77 column, ¥ = original sample

. size and % = 100, necessarily. The figures in successive columns are
/ projections based on the actual 1976-77 figures.
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Table 5
| ; ! . o | _
Summary of Findings on Characteristics'of Measures Included inlthe Fall 1976 Batkery

4 | ! i .
‘ ] ’ Relevance
K Internal _ Sensitivity  to »5@(1151 . Developmental Fase.of

Vs LI & : . d il L .
Consistency Validity &¢ Change”  Competence”  Span” . Adninistration
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