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INTRODUCT 1 ON

scale demonstration of coordinated programming between Head Start centers
and publicischools in 15 communities throughout the country allocated by
HEW regions“and the Indian and Migrant Program Division. It is hoped that

the single most important effect of this undertaking will be to enhance

the social competence of 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). PDC also aims to bring about
broader and mcrerintensjverjnvolvéhéﬁt of parents and teachers in the
governance of school affairs:

. As.part of the overall Head Start improvement and innovation effort;
PDC emphasizes the involvement of administrators, classroom staff; and

parents in formulating educational goals and developing a comprehensive
curriculum: The object is to easure that children receive continuous

individualized attention as they progress from Head Start through the early
primary grades. |f the program is successful, existing discontinuities
between Head Start and elementary school experiences will be reduced by

PDC mechanisms that encourage communicating and mutual decision-making

among preschool and elementary school teachers,; administrators; and parents.
~ 5chool organizations at the 15 sites received funding to design and
implement seven prescribed compcnents:
& Administration: administrative coordination between and within
Head Start and elementary school:

Education: coordination of curriculum approaches. and educational
goals;
Training: preservice and inservice teacher; staff and parent

training in program-related areas;

Developmental support services: comprehensive services (medical;

nutritional, and social) to children and families;

Parent involvemeni: parent participation in policy-making, home-

school activities, and classroom visits or volunteering;

Bilingual/bicalturs] and multicul tural education: programs for
bilingual/bicultu-a] or multicultural children.

|y

|
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At the same time that projects were instituied; the High/Scope Educa-

tional Research Foundat ion was awarded the evaluation contract; the maJor
purpose of which was to provide ALYF with xnformatlon that w0u1d assist

it in its efforts to design efFectlve programs for chn]dren The contract
called for the collection and analysis of process and- impact data involving

both quantitative and qualitative methodologies.

The evaluation has proceeded in two pnases From 197§ to 1978 evaluation

activ:tres were aimed at analyzing program nmplementatnon and assessrng the
feasibility of do:ng 3 five-year longitudinal study that would follow one

cohort of children from the time they entered Head Start until they- completed

thnrd grade.! After Judgxng the,study fea5|b1 e, ACYF Funded the current

Clpatung institutions; teachers and classrooms, parents and children in

e]even of the twelve sites still participating in the project.

ThlS volume lmpact on Chxldren is the fifth o‘ a seriés réporting

year ( 979) Other volumes in the series include:

e Volume l; Assessment of Program lmpac* Through F;rstHCradecgglhe

Servas as an lntroductnon provnd:ng a detailed deSCFIptIOn of

the PDC program and the purposes; methods and guiding framework
of the impact evaluation.

Volume ll lmpact onflnstltutnons Describes flndnngs dea]xng
specnflcally with PDC's impact on the nnstltutnonal polxc;es 777777
and procedures of participating Head Start centers and elementary

schoois Thcse flndx ~gs are presented in th° context of the

Volume L1l, Impact on Parents:. Investigates the impact of PDC
on the parents of children in the evaluation cohort and; in a

pre]xrnnary Fashlon, the re]atlonshlp between family charac-
teristics and nutcore variables.

e VYolume !V, Impact on Teachers. Reports impact findings on
teachers and classioom:. Thesz impacts reflect treatment-related
cutcomes as wecll as outcomes regardless of treatment.

ITha results of this phase of the evaluation are described in: tove; Graaniié
and Smith, 1978 and; Smith; Love; Morris, Spencer Ispa and Rosgrio; 1977.

{0,




™ ﬂolumeeﬂl,ASnmma:yeof;Jmpact on Inst[EE§lons, Teachers and

Classrooms, Parents and Children: Summarlge§ the evaluation

results for 1979, when the cohort of children being studied in

the- evaluat-on had completed grade 1. Results are presented

for each of the fuir major areas: Vlnstituticnal policies and
. procedures; teacher attitudes and behaviors in the classroom
and with parents; parent attitudes and behaviors in relation
to their child's school; and the achievement of children. In
addition, the volume sammarlzes the initial ana]yses of inter-

relationships between’ “the four major areas, such as the relation-

ship between teacher attitudes :and parent 5ehav10rs concerning

involvement with their child's school.

 This volume reports on the impact of the PDC program on the evaluation
study's cohort of children. It is organized into five major sections,
plus a summary and two technical appendices._  This chapter presents a

brief history of the PDE program and its evaluation.

Chapter II descrlbes the conceptual framework guiding the study of

PDé processes and effects on children: ThlS framework has made it possible

for us to begin to Mrodel' the concept of Project Developmental Eogglnglty

as well as the kinds and directions of changes necessary for its institu-
tionalization. It is presented as two different “models”° a conceptual

model that describes ideally the intended effects of PDC, and an analytic

modeT that describes operationally the change flow expected and required
to bring about the intended effects. Chapter Il also describes the outcoeme

measures that are used to assess the children's performance, and how these

measures fit into the conceptual and analytic models.

: The data collectlon and ana]y;us procedures requ ired by a study of
this magnitude and complexity are discussed in Chapter [l1l.under the
general title of ''Methods.' Chapter IV presents the descriptive findings
regarding the sample and the characteristics of the instruments. Chapter

V describes the results of the child outcome measures 3nalyses. In Chapter
VI, we summarize the major findings and discuss implications for the future.

-
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A FRAMEWORK FOR STUDYING PDC PROCESSES AND EFFECTS ON CHILDREN

The evaluation nas been largely shaped by a particular conception,

§§?i9éd from the POC guidelines, of the intenged effects of PDC and the
sequence of changes expected and recuired to bring about those effects.

Before describing the design and methodolcgy of the evzluation, we will
in this section attempt to make this conceptuai framework more explicit:

This discussion has three parts: In the first two, we present a general . -

model of the intended effects of PDC; along with a consideration -of the

PDC “treatment’ and hHow, as described in the guidelines; it was intended
to produce the desired effects. In the third part we describe the process
that was used to move from the basic framework to the specification of
particular variables and appropriate data collection instruments for this

phase of the evaluation: .

_ The basic assumption underlying the PDC program and consequently this
evaluation is that the condition of develcpmental continuity implies 3

complex interaction involving an array of factors, both within ‘and outside
the school. As a result of this assumption, PDC was desigred to be a '

comprehensive intervention into many aspects of the school, home anc

community. However, although the implications of this basic assumption

pervade the program, the PDC guidelines never fully explicate ihis assumption.

. _  In_order_to design an evaluation that is sensitive to the particular
goals of the PDC program it was necessary to distill from the guidelines
the concept of developmental continuity that appears to have shaped program
guidelines. Figure 1 summarizes the results of this exercise. We must
emphasize that this conceptualization is not at present’a theory to be

tested bv the data: Rather; it reoresents an oriesnting framework that has

provided a basis for generating an anaiytic model; out of which have come
research questioss, variables, and data collecticn methodologies. We have
used this orienting framework to guide the analysis and reporting of evalua=-

tion data:

. \ . . _ - _ .
~ simply stated, the conception of developmental continuity implicit
in PDC suggests an interactional model that appears to include: {a) a
child's intellectual, social, and physical deveiooment and backgrounag
and experiences in home and school; (b) the attitudes; knowledce and back-
ground characteristics of parents and teachers; (c) the policies and proce=

dures-that prevail in the public school cr Head Start center; and, {d) the

broader political, sociai and economic centext ot the school district and

community.

A
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Ve will return later to consideration of how each of the classes of

#éttors
of what

in Flddké | wes defined oberationall ly for this evaluation; and
variables were measured in each domain. For the moment, however,

the following general definitions will suffice:

Child deveiooment cutcomes. Tnese, of course, are the ultimate

concern of tne roc crogram. 1he stated goal of POC is to enhance
children's '‘social competencv." According o the guidelines,

social competence includes intellectuat achievement, health and

rutrition, social-emotional and language development, physical

and mental health, and leamming att:tudes.

Parent benaviors. This dom@in includes parent behaviors

toward the ciild in the home; and the role that the parent
plays in schooi life.

FarenteéiiiiudééeéﬁdAkééﬁled&é, anec:ally lmportant in this
domain are carant att
drid parent xnowisdge o

m
(
n

resources.

Yeacher_behaviors and classroom activities: Tnis domain refers to-
the child's expsriences in tne ciassroom and to tne role of the
teacher in these experiences. It includes the physical environment
that the teacher creztes for the child in the classroom, the
iﬁstfuttidﬁé] ébprdétﬁ that thé tééthér émh16?§, thé ﬁéﬁégéﬁéht

general clnnate that the teacher establishes in the classroom for

the children:

Jeacher attitudes. A broad and often-noted domain in the program
guidelines, tnis category rcfers to teachers' instructional practices
and their perceptions of; and attitudes toward parents; particularly
parent involvement in their classrooms, and their personal educational

philosophy.

Institutional colicies and osrocadures. 7Tnis domain includes the
3ctivities 2ne procecires that are found outside the cldassroom,

but which influerce what goes on in the classroom. Such policies
and procedures include the decision-making bodies and mechanisms

that exist in the scncoi, the managerent st-ucture found in the

school, procecures for providing sarﬁxces To chiidren eitner insids<

or outside the classroom, patterns of commu1|catxon and coordina-

tlbn lﬂ the school ahd between the schocl anu other lnstxtutlons,

staff.

Community. and . edu,atjonaleccntext,f/Qo school or fam:ly eXIStS
in a vacaun. Tne program cul’ iines recocn|2= that everything that

occurs in either setting—+$ shaped and or oczasion constrainec by

$ shaped and or oczasion constrainec dy
culturél pol:tLC” —and ecofomic factors in the communi ty, and by
priorities, policies, and programs of the schoo] district. Another
important feature of the community _context is the services .or
families and.children that are svailable from agencies outsice th°

school; .
7 Ll
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e Child and famiiv backc-ound: Althougn not generallv susceptible

to change by scnoul arccraﬁs. tne sackaground of twe child ard his

or her Tamilv are r=cognized in tne cu:aellﬂes to Se iﬂnor'ang

détéfmloants o7 deveiccment. This domain incluges sucn Tacters
as ethnicity; :-:, parents’ eaucatngn and eroioyment status,
language spoken in the nome, and prior prescnool experience.

® Teacher backcroond characteristics. The guidelines say little

about particuiar =2f-ects o: speciTic background characteristics,
but they and th= literature do sugcest that such factors are
important influences on the teacners' behavior and ultimately i
on Chl]d deVé]opment. 'Tﬁé guidel ines reter Sbét:fitéliV tb Cértéfh

such as traln:na in bl!inguai ecducation; or training in chxld

deve]opment' the llgerature also sucaests rat esthnicity, 7numuer7777
of years of teachlng experience, and experxence in special projects-
also influence teachers' ﬁrdeESlonal behavior.

The PDC gunde¥xnes do not d:scuss the precise interactions that are

assumed to exist <mong these various factors: Conseguently, Figure 1

portrays only a cycle of continuous interactions tha* is driven oy
|ncremental chonees actvng on each other in a Dos tlve way. One bb,ectxv“

of relationsh ips between varxabnes within each domann.'

° However, the guidelines are quite clear in spec;?ysng an order in

which changes occur to preoduce impacts on elements of the interactive cvcle
‘represented in Figure i.  Any program that seeks to create nevelcpmenta.
continuity must first impact on instititions; and through them on parents

and teachers, DeFore [ |mpacts on chlldren Figure 2 presents an aniivric

As shown PDC is expected to prcduce fi-st cer'axn interactive
/cnndxtxons favorable to *he ih§t| u*lonalxzatlon or developnen;ax conLInUlfy

bring abouat the xﬁE;‘tutzonal or str'ctura changes that then make it

possibie for institutional actors (adminisirators; teachers and parents)

to engage ln,educ‘ snal practxces that are mutua‘iy rexnforClrg and

developmentally continuous. t firsg, it is expected that the change Flow
will be moderated by the community and educational cortext as well as
teacher, cnild and family background fﬁarac*e'xstucs. 8ut ideally, of

coarse; the eAEectatnon is to create a chain of interactive chances that
spread over time to eventuallv produce the kind of developmental cycle

illustrated in Figure I. In a sense, then, the analytic model of Figure 2

represents an early stage in the PBC unplementatior process; and the
i altimate steady state is represented by rlgure i

CD‘Fw
Oy}
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Figure 2

The Change Flow Assumed in PDC

ii—::: .
¢ \Institutionalization of
- = Developmental Continuity
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‘These structures

What Is tne PBE Treatment?

that whe ulticate goal for the PDC 3 rogram is to
comoeterce cf the znilcren it serves b5y previding

) ﬁe kave fnct
éﬁhénce tne soc?

inuicy. Some of the assumgtions EPDix’lt in the goide—

teractive tTactors invoived in this process have alreacy
he cusstion we must ask next is exactiv now tne POC
o._i

lines abou' the

besr eXaﬁcnea.

project ~as inteficed to i~DECt upon tne Tacters thHat the gu:ce]unes
assune will pe oresent in cevelopmental continuity. In other words; wihat
is the PDC treatment?

Again, the o~ogram cuidelines offer the best starting point for

answering th cuesticn. In the introduction to these cu:dellnes the
following Statement appears:
"Pro;ect Deveisomental Continuity ié aimed at promoting
greatar contiruity of education and ccmorenensive chiid
deveicpment. services *o— cniidren as tnev Take che tran-

sition from prescncol to ~cnoon...a=v=lo“*er.ai Continuity,
as it is used nere, can pe def xnec as a:anreu Trosrams.
struc* ures, svsiers, gr r~—occn::z.. v whicn 3oL 3 cro;ud
children Wiz 2x i E Bapet cl inu
develocment.'' iemonasis adéééi

Project Developrmental Continuity seeks to enhance chifidren's sccial

competency by crsating gr2ater continuity among chni'dren's experiences in
the school and tetween chiidren's Some and school experiences. The guids-

lines do not attamst to specify wnat continuity of 2xperience shou]d loo<
Tike, but insts2c cut!ine 3 set ¢ plamned progrars. IT-uctures,
or procedures tha:; i impiementec; will result in the cesired continuity:

then* are the basic PDC treatment tnat shou]d be present
at all sites; within this ceﬁeral framework each site is free to ceveloo

its own program. "

ldﬁé of the strictures br Drograms
-rcect sizes. IR cr
P3C programs to

are aimed at the
s an instizution.

-1
U

2scriptions our-
t: rcllowina
Iassroom at parents

Q.
]
w

— 0

fme =y )
)
\
)

e B
[ W
wni

a
the earlier mod
and at the schoo

A’lfpaEaaE'iaffé - :77 [ - - .-_-

Having specified rhe PDC treatment as described in the guidelines,
the next s:e: w2% tO_ceveliop 3arn BVEjuation design tha:t .as appropriate
to the coals of the PDC program. Although this process also bagan with
the program guidelines it was necessarily shaced by other considerations

20
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Tabie 1

The FDC Treatment as Described in the Guidelines
—-uz—iEéé, Zuistems > Procezres
Soror:s Corm=inucus oeveilcTmers

f%anne: _--:rffs,

that Fostzr =

w(n

(1

Ar the Instirutional tevel

<!

Flaotine arnZ Jecision Maiing

1. Formalized broad representation in decnsnon-mak:ng groups including

parents; sta.r (Head Start and e]ementary), cmnnunnty representatives

involved in education, health, nutrition, and social services.

2. Procedures for oncoing -discussion and refinement of the curriculum

that include Darents, _eachers aldES etc.

3. Establishment of a Forma] or informal internal assessment system for
monitoring the school's progress toward meeting its goals and objectives:

Mmooy )

1. As;xgn respcns:bxllty for educatxon, Handlcapped bllrngual, etc. to

2. PrOV|SIons for coordxnatlon from Head Start through grade 3 of .
to meet the educational and social needs of handicapped and bil

children.
3. A coordinated parent involvement program from Head Start through grade 3.

_E?Eiﬁiﬁ&

1. Provnde training on decision maklrg and poilcy making for members of
decnsuon-na~xn~ grouss. v

2. Provide training on the goals and objectives of both the Head Start
and elementary programs.

3. Provide training to make staff and volunteers sensitive to special

needs of handicappez chiidren:

ko Provide tiéihiﬁg for parents :in how to work with teaching and adminis-

trative Sfé??*

5. Provide tralnxng for classroom volunteers.

6. Provide training for parents in how to work with thexr own chlldren

-7- Provide tralnxng for parents in child growth and development:

11

o
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_ Table 1

Prrreng (comtirued)
8. Provide training for parents in avaniable communl*y resources.

Provide training for teaching staff in meeting the needs of bilingual

children.

V. ¥
[

' 10. Provide tralnsng for teaching staff in the principles of first aid;

health, and safety practices.

- -

. e S e - _ - .
Commuoiection ol - Joopanmilon _ :
;

1. Communication between decision-making bodies and Head Start and
elementary school parents. A
2. Regularly scheduled communication and coordination between Head Start.

and elemerntary teaching staff.

3. Comtinuity of record-keeping, Head Start through grade 3:

o —® - - -~
o ~ T

L
mlees

1. Provision of a broad range of medical, dental, mental health, and
nutrition éé?Vitég.

2. Comprebensive screening and diagnostic assessment of every child
upon enrol Iment.

An annual survey to identify handicapped children.

3.
4. Provision of an interpreter when reeded.

At the Level of Classroom Activities
2 ébztizaéué4£55§£€££§é£ Currieuls

through third grace.

2. Have a currlcuiun that faculntates the iearnlnq of basic educational

skllls for readxng, wrutung, and computatlon

: menfal experxencns Head Start througf grade %.

U

in each subject or aevelopmen;al area. -



 Table 1
(continued)

1. - Curriculum must be develcpmentally appropriate.
2. Instruction must be individualized:
3. Develop a GlagﬂOStIC and evaigative system that enables teachker

to pinpoint developmental levels of each chiid based on the chnldi
diagnosed st'engths and wedknesses.

k. Former teachers consulted ahen planning educationzl onJec°|ves.

- Multicultural Péfévécﬁivés

1. Provide bilingual/multicultural classroom activities, materials and

respurce persons for all children:
Z- Develop a compatible Head Start-e!eméﬁtér? school approach regarding

bilingual education:

Classroor Services “o» Eoniiessrvel (hillrew

Handicapped cﬁiia'réﬁ m3instreamed to the maximum extent possible.

1.
2. Early diagnosis and evaluation of children with learning disabilities.
3.

Specxa] materials, structural changes,. or classroom reorganlzatvon

provided as appropriate for accommodating handxcapped children:

Whole-Child Ferspéctive

Y. Have a curriculum that encourages the physical and social-emotional
growth of children.
2. Health educg:iogignd Autrition lntegrated with other educational

ijectlves and. act:v:tses. : _ .

5. Prov:de nutr:tnonal services that ‘reinforce good aspects of foods

S.I_Famlllarnze children with health services they will receive prior to
delivery.

Uge of Ccrmnity: Resources

t. Bili ’gual/multxcultural resource persons used in the classroom.

g}
o



 Table 1
{cont inued)

B @ iT T Mg g e S
Bome-Soroo . CoTIONLaZTY

1. Parents involved in plamning educational objectives for their
children. o

Z. Parents given summry of records on health, medical services and
iomunization: :

Parents familiarized with available health services.

Brrent Irnvolveer:

1. Parents involved in all decision-making bcdies:

2. Parents involved in ail school decisions:

3. Activities provided for parents that relate to cultural dymamics.
E. Parents used as resource persons in the classroorm.

Bomg Aotiviiizs vith Chiléven

1. Pareats encouraged to become involved in health care process.

I &



as well. First, PDC is not a static program; lacncned and maintained by

an immutasle set cf guideiines. Local orograms through tneir experiences

and interactions with raticnal ACYF staff have crezted altered percestions
of what PBC is and should be. These altered perceptions had to be accom
modated in the evaluaticn design: Second, the PDC evaiuation itself exists
within a broader res=arcn and pol.cy environment: New issues and questions

are emerging regularly that could acpropriately be acdressed in the PDC

evaluation without compromising the Sasic evaiuation objectives: Conse-

quently, certain researcn guestions and variables have ceen added o thz
study in response to ACYF information needs that are riot necessarily unique

or even clrectly txed to the PDC treatment as defined in the guidelinas.

Flnally, there are many sudiences for the PBC evaluatxon, each with its

own information needs. These audiences inrclude poiicy m§§ersiin Hashvngton
the research and avaluation community, and of course practitioners in the
Field. |Insofar as possible, the needs of these audiences have been ac:cm~

modated within the evaluation design.

FE Befare OUtIinlna the research questions and associated variables

for the evaluatxon a ‘ew words are i, order about the process that was

used to develop tha study. The RFP for the second phase of the evaluation
spec;fxed that the contractor was to examine the impacts of the PCC

program on chnicren. on parents, con teachers;. and on the s»hools and

tznters as rnst:tﬁ uons. The RFP also spec;fued that these xnpacts were

from classroom observations to interviews ard document analysxs.

Early in the contract, several representatives from the various
ccn:tstuenc:es of the PDC program were lnv1ted to_ ngh/Scope s Ypsu]an

. zmpacts that couid olausnblv be exoected in each impact domain. lhlS

panel included a coordinator from the PDC pchect in Hest ergxnla a

-technical assistanmce consultant famni:ar with several s:tes, and a former

ACYF project officer Tamiliar with ACYF's policies. The panel met with

ngh{Scope staff ?or three days and produced a long lxst of (a) plau;lble

brﬂhed refined, and revised by project staff and presented to the PDC

Advisory Panel in October 1978. Breaking into work groups that concentrated

on each impact domain, panei members worked with project staff to ¥urther

prune the list and to establléh p.:orltnes among the many variables that

might be assessed in each area: This refined list became the basis for
alt |nstrum°nt deve‘bpment.r Further nod:flcatzOns and ref:nements ‘have

ERIC
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Research Questions. Constructs. and Variakbles

“This phase of the PBC evaluation is designed to address three basic
questions: : . ‘

1. Rt "'::c_... r=s Thz FOC zrogram r2 on (c) oniicren's
a’“weZc:ravr.:, 2 :::."e'::s mc";‘*"-e s ::f::-.,.z..as, (o)
parerss' *en..,,..- s, [3) cecprere’ cociwules oni kwwlecse,
(e) teacwers' Lerzrior oni clgseroom a..,.,m.,.es, ad (F

nstituiioncl policies od rrUcesres

Irrespeszive oF ireaiment, whar factors c¢r patcerns of
fastors rely cccoure jor neanihgfﬁl cutcomes in eacr
domzin? ‘

3. To what extens ;5 these Fzctors ciject ihe melationsnio
betweer, tne FIC zrogrem cnd its ‘mpasTs? .

Stated df??éréﬁtiy, she first task of the PDT evaluatxon is to deter-

msne PDE program effecrs through comparisons of 70C and _comparison teachers,

parents, and chi.aren on selecten variables: Fer examnle, the fTreduency

of parent visits to PBC and comparison schools is compared to determine

whether PDC has had any impact gn that aspect cf parent invoivement in

schools. The next task is to explain the results of these cpmparisons
using whatever quaI tative and suantitative information is availabie.

For example; at sitas where there are relativzly few or no dlfferences

between PDC and comparison parents’ involvement in the schocl; we.may find

that the comparison schools have instiiuted a parent involvement program

patterned after PDC's. It might be rea<cnaale pete conciude from this tkat,;

.contrary to appearances, PDC has |ndeed had an impact upon parent involvement

-in the schools in question; and that impact has diffused to the compariscn
institutions.

' Having examined the similarities and differences between PDC and

L comparison grouss aionc various a:mens'ons. the ?lnaligg§gifor the evaluatuon
= is to examine the roxa*xonshxos amcng ’hi1d _parent,. teacher, xnstsguttona.,
and c¢ommunity varxables, disregarding the PDC/conparrscn grouping. Extending

the preceding example, we might discover that schools with active and

su::essful parent involvenent progeams, be they PDC or -omparrson, tend

to: have similar institutional pc] cies. or procedures {such as” regular

newsletters, parent training srograms, and designated parent involvement.

coordinators) that foster greater involvement by parents in school activities..

While findings such zs these may not reflect directly on the effectiveness

of the PDC treatment; thev would be of obvious interest to educators ang

R policy nakers wishing to expand the roie of parents in school programs.

:
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EE

Lansfructs Addressed bv the EvaluatxOn

*

As we have said; a nervadxng concern in tiie design of this evaluation

Eﬁs been ensuring that the domains and variables mcasured are indeed
relevant and appropriate to the objectives of the PBC procgram. The
development process tiidt was folxowed to accsmplzsh this end has already

been described. rcllowing this process 3 set of constructs was identified

in each lmpact domain for attention by the evaluatxon Tbese constructs
:re Ilsted in Tabte 2. - )

.

For the most part, these constructs follow tke conceptualnzat:on of

the PDC' treatment that was mapped in the. program guidelines and refined

' by ACYF and project staffs (see Table 2). Thus, the constructs describped

n the table generally represent ‘the areas in which PDC was suuocs.d

itn Tave impacts,; and areas in which the nature and d:rectlon " of PDost PDC/compariscn

differences could be predicted. There are some exceptions to this general

rule, however. Most exceptions are found 'in the domain of Teacher Behaviocrs

e~

. and Classroom Activities, where several constructs-—Structure and Content

of Classroom Environment, Classroom Climate, intellectual Stimulation,

Classrcom Management, and Instructional Approach——were added despite the

fact that the gu:deilnes are v:rtually silent about the specific impacts -

that FDC should have in These areas:. They were xncludea in the eva!uatlcn
because other research has indicated that behaviors in each may contribute

significantly to child development outcomes: Al“hougﬁ few hypotheses

could be formulated about PDC/comparison differences in these areas;

they were nonetheless included because of their potential uotiiity im

answering Researcn Questions 2 and 3.

“

Variables é'n’d Data Sources

~

For- each construct in every domain an array of variables was zdent:f:ed

through consultation with ACYF, local project staff, and outside experts,

folloWIng the procedures outlined earlner. For each varlable, decisions

were made about the best sources of information and data collection metho-
dology.- Wherever possible an attempt was made to ''triangulate'’ on the

desnred information by collecting data’on the same phenomenon in multiple

ways from different sources. Table 3 lists the data collection instruments

and methods developed fbr the eValuatlon- more extensive descrlptlons of

the instruments can be found in Volumesill 111, IV, and V of the series.

The appendix to Volume | contalns a list of the varlables addressed by

the i;a]uatlon the "sources for information on each variable, and the

esized directions of treatment effects:

&



Table 2
Donaing and Constructs Addressed by the PDE Evaluation

e ]

Academic skills and abilities e Learning attitudes

®
® Health and nutrition status ™ Elassrocm behavior
@ Social-emotional development.

th:ez:sfgier'vzv- s | A
e Role of parents in school ® Parent-child activities
Tife . in the home

| Barerts ' Znowiecse o

@ Parents' attitudes toward e Parents' perceptions of the
the school as an insti=- schools® help in meeting
tution v the needs of their families

doTso-iiec |

e Structure and content of ° Iﬁétfﬁttidﬁél approach
classroom environment e Classroom management

e Delivery of special services e Individualization of
to children__ instruction

e Classroom climate ® Use of community resources

® Meeting needs of handi~- @ Meeting affective/emotional
capped children needs
Intellectual stimulation . e Multicultural pcrspectsve

Home-school continuity
Contacts with other teachers

Fﬁ?acners Atzizuces |
o Attitudes toward parental - ® Attitudes toward the
tnvolvement schoocl/center

e Planning and decision making e Communication and coof-
® Provision of services dination
e Use of commurnity resources ® Training




Table 3

Data Collection Methodologies*

instrument

Peabody Individual Achieve-

sent Test

McLarthy Scales of Children's
Abilities

‘Bilingual Syntax Measure
Preschoo! Interpersonal
Problem Solving Té§tg

Child Interview

Child Rating Scale

Pupil Observation Checklist

Type

Individually administered
pubiished test

Individually administered
published test

Individually administered
published test

Individually administered
published test

Semistructured interview

Teacher ratings of individual
children

Tester ratings of child's

behavior during test

‘administration

[Papents ™ 452

-

tudes; ¥roviedse; ord 3Behaviors

Structured interview with
parents of children in test

*See Appendix A for complete descriptions of instruments.

"{continued)

PEPS

ct

CRS

POCL

P



Table 3
(continued)

———] .- T e o S Zorm——rms |
| Pezorers ' <TTizucsd, Imou.22S2, oo SERSULITS

_Instrument
Teacher {nterview
Classroom Enviromment
Qbservation

classroom Activities Record

focused Observations

Structured interview

Eﬁé&kiiét and rating form

Time-sampling observaticn and
rating form

Semistructured observations

and rating form

[Treeiams

Adnministrator Interview

Case Studies

Size Visits

Structured interview

Documents_prepared 5Y Pacific
Tonsul tants for ACYF in
1978<79

One-week visits by High/Scope
staff o

Rinutes, training records, etc.

kept by local project staff

chl
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How Child Development Dutcomes Fit

Into the Conceptual and Analytical Models

This section describes How assessments of child outcomes are tied

into the conceptual and analytic models presented earlier. We begin by_
reviewing the specific child development outcomes of interest in the PDC
evaluation, and then discuss the relationship between these outcomes and
other variable domains (such as parent and family background; teacher
background and teacher and parent outcomes) within the analytic and con-
ceptual models of the PDC process.

 child development outcomes are grouped into five constructs: academic
skilis and abilities, health and nutrition status, Social-emotional develop-

ment, learning attitudes; and classroom behavior. In the grade one assessment
two constructs (health and nutrition status and classroom behavior) did
not receive major attention; this situation will change in succeeding

evaluation years, as technical issues related to consideration of variables

in these constructs are resolved. Consequently, the measures of child
development outcomes upon which analytical emphasis has been placed are
those in the remaining three constructs. Table 3 lists the child development

measures used in the PDC evaluation; these can be grouped into the three . =

constructs in the following way:

Bilingual Syntax Measure; McCarthy Scales; and Verbal Fluency
subscale.

—— o “Academic Kills and abilities: PIAT-Reading and PIAT-Math;
~——ehead 9 T 1

e Social-emotional development:. Preschiool Interpersonal Problem-
Solving lest; POCL-2 "Task Orientation' subscale; CRS-1 "Sel f-
Assurance' subscale; CRS-2 'Aggressiveness! subscale; CRS-3
iipependence’ subscale; and €1-1 "Attitude Toward the Teacher"

- subscdle:

_Learning attitudes: POCL-1 '"Task Orientation' subscale; CRS=4
Academic Motivation' subscale; and CI-2 ''Interest in Reading"
subscale. ’

The measures, including their administration and scoring procedures,

are described in Appendix A of this volume. For analytic purposes in the
present. report they have been treated singly or taken together as a whole:
Future interim reports will deal with the integration of child outcome

measures into major research constructs:

_eariier; are seen as dependent on a complex of constructs from several
domains:. Comstructs in the teacher and parent domains are seen as those
most closely linked to child-level constructs. Specifically, certain
teacher behaviors and classroom practices, on the one hand, and certain

Child development outcomes, in the context of the model described

parent behaviors toward the child and parental relationships with the




in child outcomes: In turn;. these teacher constructs are deemed in the
model to be associated with teacher attitudes and knowiedge; and ultimately
with teacher background characteristics: The parent behaviors are associated;

for their pa-t, with parent attitudes and ultimately with parent and family
background characteristics. The model depicted in Figure 2 can be extended

even further back toward institutional features; but such linkages are not
explored here: '

~ The spring 1979 data collection (grade one for the study cohort) is
the first occasion on which data were collected simul!taneously in_the
parent,; feacher, classroom and institutional domains. In this volume, )
we have summarized the results of the first limited explorations of associ-

ation beiween outcomes for children and variables in teacher and parent
domains: The results of the study for child outcomes are explored through
three major questions:

1. What is the impact of PDC on child outcomes at the end of

grade one?

2. What other variabies (im domains specified by the model of
Figure 2 as most closely linked to child outcomes) contribute
to explaining grade one child outcome findings?

3: To what extent do these other variables alter the nature of
the educational treatment's impact?

In responding to the second and third research guestions, the variables

selected for consideration come from three construct areas:
e. teacher background characteristics

e teacher ''outcomes': teacher behaviors and attitudes that mig
.

. PDC program
e family background characteristics.

in Chapter V, we present analyses of the association between these
variables and child outcome measures. We also discuss in greater detail

some of the issues raised -in these analyses and in the interpretation of
their results:

O
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METHODS

Data Collection Procedures

To establish & data collection routine that would result in data of
the highest possible quality, the procedures followed in the preceding
data collection periods were continued, with minor modifications:

e An organizational structure for individuals involved in

tne data collection effort was outlined; role responsibilities
were defined; and detailed training manuals were produced.
Training models were designed that specified tester performance
standards and provided for sessions with large-group, small-
group and individualized instriction, daily reviews of each
field staff's performance; and discussion of potential problems:

s Onsite monitoring of field staff by trainers was conducted
prior to the start of the actual data collection.
During the data collection period, testers were responsible

for monitoring each other's performance on a weekly basis.

e Site coordinators collected completed data each week and

it to the High/Scope Foundation.
Each of these procedures is discussed below.

~ Job announcements for tester positions were posted in all sites by the
local POC staff. Applicants were then interviewed by High/Scope staff and

final hiring decisions were based on their experience in working with children

ss well as their performance on a mock test or interview and their perceived
ability to interact effectively with school staff. The roles of the personnel

Who conducted field data collection were explicitly defined in the High/Scope.
PDC Field Procedures Manual in order to clarify and systematize responsibilities.
In addition to actual testing, interviewing and observing by field staff; one

tester and observer from each site was designated site coordinator. Site
coordinators' responsibilities, in part, included informing the site's PDC

coordinator about the start of the data collection; setting up and chairing

L
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a meetlng with the fxrst grade teacherS involved in the evaluatlon, or
contactnng them |nng|dualIy,fmaxntalnlng regular contact wnth ngh/

pleted data each weekihefgreimalllng the forms. to Hngh/Scope for processing.

From start to flnnsh the data colliection effort took approximately nine
weeks at edch site:

Training Procedures

,,,,,

field staff were held in March 1979 at the ngh/Scope Conference Center in

Cllnton, Michigan: Since all five H:gh/Scope tester-trainers had been

involved in previous PDC tralnlng sessions, a brief, one-day session was

scheduled for them during which they reviewed and practlced the child

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

measures and discussed the tester-training agenda and training methods:

PDC testers attended a four day training sessnon Other tralnnng sessions

field Ioglstlcs.

Tester training, Dur:ng the tester tra|n|ng sessxon, each test was -

presented and practnced in small grodps. Practnce sessions involved the

use of test "“scripts' which consisted of test instructions, child responses,

and ratlonales for scoring. In using the scripts, two testers would pair
up and one (the 'child"') would perform as indicated on the script while
the other tester administered the test without the script: This provided

an excellent Iearnlng sltuatlon because the chlld responses lncluded on

chance to work with and correct each other. Also, since rhe majority of

testers were experlenced PDE testers they were able to help the new testers

with test admnnnstratlon procedures and give advice on their ''tried and

proven'' techniques for establishlng rapport and interacting with children
and teachers.

a ngh/Scope tranner played the role of the chnld (31s0 recording the
lehild's" responses) while a tester administered one or more of the chnld

measures to her. The ngh/Scope tranner (actlngias the child) responded
in standard ways to each item on each test in order to insure that: (1)

each tester was exposed to the same sntuatuons and (2) the trainer could

assess the tester's handling of cr.tncal chlld responses For examp!e,
on the PIPS interview; there are specific things for a tester to say if
a chnld nges an unrelated answer; a repeated answer, refuses to answer,
and $0 on. By exhnbltung all these behaviors in the check-out situation,

trainers were able to assess the tester's understandnng and expertise in
administering each of the child measures.

G
‘!’4“
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Standards were set for acceptable performance durlng the tester

practlce was prescrnbed Check—outs were then repeated at a later time

during the training session to insure correct test administration:

!77!’7. - - )

Onsite tester monitoring. Onsite monitoring occurred the week

following the training session in all sites where new testers had been

hired. During the monitoring session each of the testers administered

the PDC measures ‘to a child while a High/Scope trainer observed the
interaction. After the.session; the High/Scope trainer provided feedback

(if necessary‘ to the tester on ways to improve her interactions with

children. This m0n1tor|ng procedure served two purposes: (l) it gave

the trainer an |nd|cat10n of how well the new tester was able to establnsh

rapport_ and |nteract with chnldren; and (2) it helped alleviate some of

the anxieties the inexperienced testers felt about admxnusternng the
measures to children.

Weeklzﬁtester mOnstorlngr During the course of each testing week,

testers at each site alternately monitored each other. One tester acted

as m0n|tor and simultaneously completed the test book!ets and the individual
Y

monitoring foriis for each test. * After the session, the monitor' and

tester discussed any errors and the monitoring booklets and forms were

sent to the supervisor of field operations at the Hngh/Scope Foundation
to be reviewed.

Weekly Pre-Transmittal Data Checks

Tester§ gereigeqU|red to glve or send the|r completed data to thelr
respective site coordinators at the end of each week. These staff then

checked the tests for recording/scoring errors. (site coordnnators and

testers reVIeWed a checklist specifying what to look for when_reviewing.

each completed booklet, e.g., ''Is the identification complete?" "Did the

interviewer skip an item?') Errors were pointed out to the partuculor

tester and; if necessary, further ‘training was provnded by the site coor-

dinator. The site coordinators also kept track of all completed data

(|n addition to the individual records -each tester and observer kept) and

were responsible for mailing the completed data to the High/Scope Foundation

on a weekly basis:

Recording and §'c'o’i'ing— of Data

In addltlon to the snte coordlnators pre-submnttal check, data

collected by the testers and observers were also checked by the supervisor

of field operations at the High/Scope Foundation. The supervisor of field

operations identified any errors in recording or coding and notified the

site fcordxnators, who then discussed the errors with the testers and °

obServers at the site:
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Onte the raw data were screered for accuracy at High/Scope; they

were sent to the Foundation's data processing section to be tagged with

uniique identification numbers for each student, scored and verified, and

then Reypunched and verified.

bata Collection Sequence

Once the sample chnldren for the eva]uatlon were located in the

district schools, the field staff divided the classes among themselves:

In making these divisions two factors were. taken into account: (1) the

order in which the classes were to be completed was such that testers

would _be: collectnng data simultaneously in the PDC and comparlson schools,

and (2) each f;eld staff member Would be testnng or observing in both PDC

~stages of analys:s of PDC data, focusing.on:

® descrlptn»e characternstlcs of PDC snd comparison group samp]es

for whnch data were collected in spring 1979;
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consequences,

characteristics of the instruments in the spring 1979 PDC
battery;

° lmgac§§7of the PDC _program on participating children; both over

time and as of spring 1979, when. almost all.of the children in

the study cohort were in grade 1;

preliminary analyses of factors other than treatment that might

help to account for the identified impacts on child outcomes; and

° pre];mlnary analyses of the relation between teacher characteristics

and child outcomes independent of treatment.

Descriptive Characteristics of the Samples

In order to understand the composntlon of the PDC and comparison child

samp]es for whlch data were collected in spring 1979, descrlptlve statistics
were computed snd tabulated for these samples at each site and for all sites

combined.
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Previous reports have defined an analytic subsample for child-level
analyses, a subsample which excluded children with defined handicaps or
with a dominant language other than English. The analytic subsample; in

data were collected. in analyses of spring 197§ data, the full sample

was employed except for those analyses that include pre-1979 data for
which children tested in Spanish at some time points had to be excluded.
The rationalc “or inclusion of handicapped and Spanish-speaking children

in the analytic sample for this report is discussed in Chapter IV.

Attrition Patterns

, Representativeness of remaining sample children. Children who
departed the PDC and comparison group samples through sprirg 1979 were
compared with the children remaining in the study samples on a number of
background variables and on fall 1976 test scores. The purpose of these
analyses was to determine whether any differences becveen these two groups
of children could be identified; such differences woula indicate that
selection e‘fects had operated to diminish the representativeness of the
samples remaining. The hypothesis of attrition-induced changes in the
samples was evaluated by means of univariate and miltivariate one-way

aralyses of variance; and for nominal data by chi-square analyses.

Comparability of remaining samples: The samples of PDC and comparison
group children tested in spring 1979 were compared on background variables

and entry-level test scores to determine whether these groups might still
be considered equivalent in their characteristics at the time of program
entry (fall 1976). Again; univariate and multivariate one-way analyses of

variance and chi-square tests were employed.

Characteristics of the Instruments

Because the principal instruments assessing child-level outcomes in the

spring 1979 testing battery have, in earlier PDC analyses; passed through.

at least two screenings based on psychometric criteria, no further screening
was considered necessary before data collected with these instruments were

entered into outcome analyses. Psychometric analyses are presented in this
report principally for purposes of further instrument definition and docu-
mentation: Psychometric properties reported in Chapter IV for the BSM-
English/BSM-Spanish, PIAT-Math, PIAT-Reading, Child Interview Scales,

Child Ratirg Scales, POEL 1 and 2, and the PiPS include:

8 overall central tendency, dispersion and distributional
characteristics of summary scores or scale scores (usually

as means; standard deviations and histograms)
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assassments of reliability (as internal consistency estimates)

e assessments of validity
' @ assassments of stability - .

assessments of sensitivity to change

[ ]
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riable intercorrelations
e factor structures
e relation to an assessment of ''social competence'

item analyses

Analytic Strategies for Examining the Impact of PDC

 Evidence of PDC's influence on children is examined in the first part
of Chapter V. The analytic strategie. used there to measure PDC's effect
are described brief]y below: A number of analytic questions are posed:

1. ls there a difference between the PBE and

for each of the child outcome measures on wh
collected in spring 19797

]m

omparisin groups
o °n 3

is
h data were

2. Is there a difference between the PDC and comparison groups

in outcome measure proflles, when all child impact measures

3. Is there a difference in the growth curves of the POC arid

comparison groups over time, ConSIderlng each outcome
measure separately?

4. Has a difference between the PDC and comparison group children
eme:ged between sssessments in the spring of their klndergarten

year and spring of their grade 1 year, cons:dernng each outcome

measure separately?

These questlons are addressed through univariate and multivariate anal;ses

of covariance. The first analytic questlon is addressed through a series

of univariate analyses of covariance; the second through a single cross~

sectional multivariate ana]ysns of covariance incorporating all child-

outcome measures obtained in spring 1979 as dependent variables: The
third and fourth questions are addressed together through the use of
mult:varnate repeated measures analyses examining one outcome |nstrument

at a time, including tests for growth trends and for change patterns over
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the period subsequent to earlier measurements: Covariance adjustments

of the dataiare performed. in order to compensate for dlfferences between

groups at entry, and to adJust for differences between treatment groups
associated with sex; ethnicity and prior preschool experience.

Ahaiytic Strategies for AssessinggEactoLssAfFectnng PDC Impact

The effects of site and the |nteractnons of site with treatment in

relation to child outcomes were analyzed in the course of answering

questions relating to program impact. The influence of these factors

on child outcomes is discussed in Chapter V. Also discussed in Chapter V

sre the effects of the covaruates used in the child impacts analyses

sex, prior preschoo] experience; and ethnicity.

The effects of language spoken 2t time of entry into the study, age
at entry; and two family characteristics (mother's education and number

of siblings in the family); are also explored in Chapter V: The analytic

approach used in these prellmlnary explorations is multiple regression:

The dependent variables are those child outcome measures that show evidence
of outcorie dlfferences in the assessment of program impact. In order to

establish whether the effects of thasa variables modify statements about

the impact of the program, regressions are conducted in two ways: both
including and excluding a dummy variable for treatment.

.Ana[yt+c Strategies_ for Assessing the Relation Between Teacher Characteristics
and Chi'd Qutcomes

"he relation between teacher background characteristics, teacher attitudes

and behaviors, and child outcomes is explored in a preliminary fashion in

Chapter V. Technical problems in the consideration of relationships between
other variable domains (such as the parent domain) and child outcomes are
also discussed in that chapter.

Agaln,'mu]tlple regresslon is the analytnc approach used, with the
dependent variables being various measures Of child outcome- :

3
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SAMPLE AND INSTRUMENT CHARACTERISTICS -

e
’

Characteristics of tke Sample

General Description

A total of 551 chiidren were tested at 11 PDC sites in spring 4979.
Table 4 displays the numbers of children ir the PDE and comparison groups

it each site and describes the composition of each group-

 All of the children tested entered into the analyses presented in
this report, except where we have noted that some children were exc luded

because of incomplete data for analyses that spanned several timepoints
or examined several instruments simultaneously. In particular, children
classified by local educational agencies as handicapped are included in_
the main analytic sample. Children initially tested in Spanish are included
with children initially tested in English for. some analyses. This practices
differs from that of previous analyses and reports; the rationale for both
decisions is discussed below. :

The rationale for exZlusion of children identified-as handicapped

from the analytic samples in previous reports (cf. for example Granville

et al., 1979, RepoFt IX) was concern that handicaps might unduly. impair

the children's test performance: For this report analyses were conducted

t5 establish the extent and importance of differences between handicapped.
and nonhandicapped children in the spring 1979 sample; results are summarized
in Table 5. Means for the handicapped children are well within acceptabie

instrument ranges; and standard deviations are quite comparable for the
:two groups: Subgroups of handicapped children classified as to type of
handicap were also compared; with the same results. There appears to be
o reasor why any of the children classified as handicapped:-in the spring

1979 PDC sample should be excluded from analyses on test-performance grounds.

Children judged by teachers and observers or examiners to be Spanish-

dominant had, in years prior to 1979, been tested in Spanish rather than
English: 'For this reason, in past reports they have been excluded from
the main analytic sample and considered. in separate analyses: In spring
1979, however, all children were tested in English. It became appropriate;
therefore, to consider-whether these children could be included within the

analytic sample to the extent possible; or should as in past years be
treated separately.
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Spring 1979 Sample €Composition and Distribution by Site
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Table 5

Comparlson of Handlcapged (n-72) and Non- Handlcapped
{n=466) Children in PDC Spring 1979 Analytlc Samplel

Handicapped

Non-hand i capped

Difference

Age at
entry (mo )

Mother's
Educ. (yrs.)
BSﬁ-EﬁéiiQﬁ

Verbal
Fluency

POCL-1
PoCL-2
P i AT-Math
PIAT-Re3ding

~

67%
53:5(4:2)
10.5(2
12.4(3.0)
16 1(5;8)

38. 0(10.3)
14.9(4.7)
16.5(5.3)

20:9(6:5)

8

N~

oy

53.8(4.2)

N

N 10.6(2.4)

\Tziiis.o)

16*5(%*1)

52:2(10: 3?\\

15.0(4.6)
19.1(6.1)
23.1(5.6)

linformation on handicap status is not available for 13 chlldre:\Té\ihe
spring 1979 analytic samp]e

(standard deviations).
deviation unit equrva]ents, where appropriate and greater than

deviation.

Except for sex,
Differences are presented as approxumate standgrd
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data for children |n|t|ally tested in Spanlsh and Engllsh for selected
child outcome variables measured at grade 1 (spring’ {979)

\

sample be formed regardless of initial testlng Ianguage, c0ncern about

lnltlal comparability in the longitudinal design of the study -makes certain

compromises in analysis necessary. Measures prior to 1979 diffec for these

two groups by language of administration; although the measures are,

analogous, they are not identical and might be tapping somewhat dnfferent
psychological constructs. Consequent ly, repeated measures analyses lntpr-
poratlng data from earlier years, as well as analyses of spring 1979 data,
using entry-level data as covariates; are performed separately for subgr0ups,

initially tested in Spanish or English {cf. Chapter V). However, analyses

of sample and instrument characterlstlcs, appearlng in this chapter; and

0utcome analyses restricted to spring 1979 data in the next,; are presented

for the combined sample of children, |nclud|ng together those initially

tested in Spannsh and those initially tested in English:

Child Sample Attrition Patterns and Their Effects

Since entry into the Head Start program_in fall 1976, the available
sample of children for the study has gradually grown smaller. The present

section examines patterns of attrition and their effects on the represen-.

tatlveness of the sanple of cnlldren remalnlng and on the comparabllnty of

{spring 1979).

Attrition patterns. “sble 7 displays the pattern of attrition by site

and treatment group from fall 1976 through spring 1979. Overall, the total

PDC sample has been reduced by 51%, and the total comparison sample by 52%

in the evaluation's first phase; it had been projected that attrition rates
for this period would be 46% for the PDC sample and 51% for the comparison

sample.

Attrition's effect on sample representativeness: Beyond its effect

on sample size, attrition can_lead to samples that are not representatlve

of originai program groups. For ~example, if famllles of higher soc:oeconom:c

status are more mobile than famllles of lower status, the mean socioeconomic

statos of families remaining in a study such_as the present one will decrease

over time; perhaps to a point such that the longltudlnal sample can no

‘onger be considered to represent the orlglnal study sample. Therefore,

analyses were conducted to assess changes in_ representativeness in the

sample available to the study as of grade | {spring 1979).
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Table &
\

Means and Standard Deviations for Ch\]dren lnitially Tested in
Spanish and Engllsh Overall and a* Three Sltes _on_ Slx Chl]d

fffffff ;

Outcome 7 Y B -
Variable California Connecticut Texds Overall _
> .
N (T d English SC7] 20 /8 ' 6 7€ 1 194770
(Tested 1n S;g;;{ 35/11 6878 | 26751 124770

BSM-English: - . s . 2 s
Tested in English 13.7( 2.1) 12.1( 2.4) 15:0( 1:4) ?321( 2.4)
Tested in Spanish 13.2{ 2.3) 7.9( 3.0) 13:2( 2:1) | 12:6¢( 2:8)
Verba] Fluency . e S . A
Tested in English 16.0( 5:4) 20:1( 5.5) 17.5( 4.9) | 18.4( 5:6)
Tested in Spanish 14.8( 6:5) 13.6( 5.0) 13.8( 4.3) | 14.0( 4:7)
poci-1: o I
Tested in English 36.9( 7.4) b2.7(11.4) 44:9( 9:5) | 41.6(10.%)
Tested in Spanish 44.9(10.4) -37.8( 7.1) 41:3(12.5) 41.3(11.8)
poOCL-2: o A e
Tested in English 13:6( 3.1) 14.3( 5.1) 16.3( 4:9) | 14:5( 4.8)
Tested in Spanish 15:0( 4.0) 13.7( 5.5) 14.6( 5.5) | 14.5( 5.2)

N, | PiAT-Math: o L I
.|  Tested in Engiish 17.0( 4.0) 17:4( 4:8) 23.0( 6.6) | 18.4( 5.5)
. Tested in Spanish 16.7( 6.1) 14.1( 3:3) 17.1( 3.8) 16.8 (4.2)
P AT-Reading o I o= S ; 23
ested in English 21.1( 6.0) 22.1( 6.4) 26.2( 5:1) 22; 7( 6.3)
Taxted in Spanish 19.8( 4.2) 15.3¢ 7.0) 22.8( b:4) | 21.6( 5.1)

1Numbers of cases may vary slightly within sites from one measure to another.

Table entK{es are presented as: mean (standaro deviation):

[N
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Surimary of Year-to-Year Attrition

Table 7

1

~ COMPARISON -

Spring
1977
B O |

Spring T

1379
N

1976~
1979
% Drop

Fall
1976
N

Sp;?ﬁé
1977
N

Spring

1978
N

Spring 7
1979
N

1976~
1979
% Drop |

7

21

53

4o

32

27

25

55 50

20

64

32

25

14

47

31

60

%

39

3k

26

43

----2=2No Comparison Sample----=--=

58

22

d hl
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N
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54
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 Tabie 6 presents entry-level values on background characteristics
and test scores for children in the original sample, children remaining in

the sample as of spring 1979, and children lost to the study over the period
1976-1979. Test dzta for children tested at entry in English and in Spanish

are presented separately, given the difficulty of Interpreting combined raw
means for these two groups. taken together.

Table 9 summarizes the results of comparisons between remaining

and departed child subsamples for the children initially tested in English,
for those initially tested in Spanish and for the full analytic sample. ‘
In order to be able to compare remaining and departed subsamples for the
full analytic sample, coriesponding test scores for each group tested at
entry in a different language were separately stancdardized and polled:

 As Tables 8 and 9 show, significant differences between the sample
remzining and the sample departed over the study's three years appear
both for background characteristics and for test scores. The ethnic compo-

sition of the study sample has changed significantly from entry to spring

1979: the proportion of children of black and Hispanic origin has increased,
whiie the proportion of .children of white origin has decreasec. The pro-
portion of children with prior preschool experience has increased. For the
subsample of children initially tested in English, changes in entry-level

test scores appear as significant differences between the sample remaining
and the sample departed for the WPPSI,; for which the sampie remaining has

slightly lower mean levels; and for the test of Arm Coordination, for which
the sample remaining has slightly higher mean levels. The subsample of
children tested initially in Spanish shows significant differences for
three tests: the BSM-Spanish, AFﬁrtééFaiﬁétiéﬁ and Draw-A-Child. In all
three cases, the sample remaining has higher scores than the sample departed.
For the full analytic sample, significant differences between children
departed and those remaining appear for two measures: Verbal Memory-1 and
Arm Coordination: In both cases, the sample remaining is higher in mean

levels than the sample departed.

Entry-level differences in test scores were also examined in a multi-

Variate analysis of variance considering all variables simultaneously for
each sample of children. Separate multivariate analyses were performed
for children initially tested in English, children tested in Spanish; and

as dependent variables. Sample size for these ccmparisonéfranged between

92% and 96% of the total available; since only children with data on all

the full analytic sample. All ten entry-level test scores were included

ten variables could be incorporated in_these analyses. Multivariate tests

revealed statistically significant differences between remaining and departed
samples for the subsample inmitially tested in English (F = 2.03, 10 and 966
degrees of freedom; p = :028) and for the total analytic sample (F = 1:86, 10
and 1,073 degrees of freedom; p = .047), but not for the subsample initially

tested in Spanish (F = 1.14;, 10 and 96 degrees of freedom; p = L33).
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Table 8

Representatnveness of Remaining Study Sample

Comparison of Sample Remaining and Sample Departed as of

Sprlng 1979 on Background Characteristics and Entry Level Test Scores

Full Analytic Sample

o - | Spring 1979: Spring 1979:
1 pring 1979: Pring
Bacfground Characteristics Original Sample Sample Remaining Sample Departed
N(mazimm) 1136 551 585
Ethnicity (%)= . . .
Black 36% 39% 34%
Hispanic 27 30 24
" American Indian/ , - ,
Native American 2 2 2
White E 33 28 37
As:an/Pac:f:c Istander 2 1 3
sex(%) :
Male 50% 51% k9%
Female 50 bk L
Prior F‘'r"esr:hcjt?1':'(?):-g o
Yes 15% 17% 13%
No 85 83 ) 87
Age (months, at entry) 53.8. 53.8 53.8
Number of Siblings 1.91 (1.97 1:85
Mother s Educatnon (years) 10.7 ' 10.6 10:8

study in summer ]978 are not included:

#Difference on this variable between remaining and departed groups significant
with p<:10.

Note: Table entries are group means, except as indicated.

[
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) Table 8
(contlnued)

Samp]e Initially Tested in Engllsh
C_ 11 1878 Tect Scores | Oriainal Samplel _ Spring 1979: Spring 1979:
Fall 1976 Test Scores ] Agﬁfi?' nal Sample Sample Remaining Sample Departed
N{approximate) 1019 | 481 538
BSM-English 9.11 9.00 9.21
WwPPSI® 4.94 5.72 5.13
Verbal Fluency . 5.97 6.12 5.83
Verbal Memory-1 13:10 13.40 12.84
Verbal Memory-3 .6k 2.60 2.67
Arm Coordination® 3.39 3.60 3.21
Draw-A-Child 3.85 3.73 3.97
PIPS i.éé ' 1:92 2.06
POCL-1: “Task Orientation' 32.88 33.22 32.57
POEL-2: “'Scciability" 1284 12.93 12.75
1Ghlldren from the West Virginia site, which dropped out of the longitudinal
study in summer 1978; are not included.

’DlFFerence on this variable between remalnlng and departed groups SIQHT?lcan ‘~—~747;_§“»W
with p<.10. =

Note: Table entries are group means.
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Table 8
{continued)

Sample Initially Tested in Spanish

Fall 1976 Test Scores Original Samplel Spring 1379:

Sample Remaining

Sample Departed |

- N{approzimate)

11

7

70

47

e

BSM- Spanish¥
WPPS |

Verbal Fluency
Verbal Memory-1
Verbal Memory-3
Arm Coordination®
Draw-A-Child*
PI1PS

POCL-1: "Task Orientation'

POCL-2: "Sociability"

|

29.
11.

.91
71
.06

.07
.02
.90
.10
;70

64
16

-

11.71
7.17
4.39

12.85
2.22
L.38
4.53
1.86

30:10

11:18

— |
— O W ON Wl

w

00— N

.73
102
.56
.85
.72
.13
bk
A
.96
13

Ichildren from the West-Virginia site, which dropped out of the longitudinal
study in summer 1978, are not included.

*Difference on this variable between remaining and departed groups sighf?iCéht

_with p<.10.

entries are group means.
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Table 9

Representativeness of Remaining Study Sample:

Univariate and Multivariate Test Score Comparisons of

Samples Remaining and Departed, by Language of

Initial Test and Grouped Together (Full Analytic Sampié)

Language of lnitial Test:

Fall 1976 Test Score

Engiish Spanish

Full Analytic Sample

Univariate Comparison
N{ maximum)

1019 117

BSM-English
BSHM-Spanish
BSM-both tests
WPPS1
"""" Fluency
Verbal Memory-1
Verbal
Arm Coordination
Draw=A-Child

PIPS

POCL-1: "Task Orientation'
POCL-2: "Sociability"

Memory-3

.05(R>D)

n.d.t
L06(D>R) n.d.
n.d. ri.d.
n.d: n.d.
A.d. n.d.
.04 (R>D) .07(R>D)
n.d .0k (RS D)

n: n.d.

a o a

. n.d.

= N
L
(e N}

ﬁ;q;

.09(R>D)
n.d.
-02(R>D)
n.d.
n.d.

o |
[a¥]

Multivariate Comparison
N

A1l Tests Together:

107
(91.5%)

977
(95.9%)

.03 n.d.

Significance

1Table entries are: n.d. if there is no significant difference between

samples remaining and departed; or significance level of difference and

direction as x(R>D) where R: sample remaining, and D: sample departed.
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 In sum, attrition of children from the sample between fall 1976
and spring 1979 has altered its composition to some degree. This
finding differs from the results of similar analyses condicted on
samples remaining at the end of the Head Start year (spring 1977,

reported in Interim Report VII; Volume 3; pp- 17-22) and on samples
remaining at the end of the children's kindergarten year (spring 1978,

reported in lnterim Report IX; pp: 16-21).

The finding does not appear to have any major implications, however.

While both multivariate ard univariate  analyses indicate that the sample
remaining at the end of grade 1 is not quite the same as the Ortginal

sample for the study, differences are neither consistent nor substantial

and are not expected to alter the valldrty of study f:ndlngs For ~one

changeé Changes in background7character|st|cs cannot be readliy inter-

preted as changes in socioeconomic status: mlnornty -ethnic group com-

position has increased, but mother's education has remained unchanged

and the proportion of children with preschool experience prior to Head
Start has increased. Changes in test score entry levels also fail to
show any consistent trend: of the ten differences between mean levels
for each of the subsamples initially tested in Englush and the full

analytlc sample* half favor -the sample remaining and half favor the sample

departed. Further, differences between groups are small (about .1

standard deviation units or less in magnitude of differences between
group means) .

Attrition's effects on group comparability: When PDC and comparison

chlldreniente[ed Head Start; they were found to have very neariy the same
background characteristics and test scores (lnterim Regort VL, pp. 30-36):

This is to say, PDC and compariscn samples differed only in the treatment

groups to which they were assigned: By the end of the knndergarten year
(spring 1978), the samples of PDE and comparison chiidren remaining in the

study were stn]l qui te snm:lar with respect to backgr0und and entry-level

test scores (interim Report IX, pp: 16-21). Here we present a series of

univariate and multivariate analyses of background characteristics and entry-

level test scores comparing PDC and comparison groups at the end of first

grade (spring 1979).

Table 10 compares the background characteristics and entry-level test

scores of PDC and comparison children remalnnng in the sample in spring

1979. As in the p: ecednng sectlon, test scores are reported separately
for children initially tested in Spanish and in English.

in Tabie IO together thh the results cf ana]ysec for the full analytlc
sample; comblnnng children initially tested in Spanish and English. The

latter analysis was aecompllshed by separately. standardizing the test

scores for chlldren tested in Spanish and English, then pooling the stan-

dardized scores for analysis.

VT
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Table 10

Comparability of Remaining PDC and Comparison Children
on Baseline (Fall 1976) Characteristics

Full Analytic Sample

S PDC Sample Comparison Sample
Background Charectgr:stncs | ~ Spring 1979 Spring 1979

¥ (maziimen) 280

Ethnicity (%) : -
Black 1% 36%
Rispanic 29 32
American Indian/Native American 2 2
White ) ) ' 27 © 30
Asian/Pacific lslander 1 0

Sex (%) . -
Male ‘52% 59%
, o5

Female

Prior Preschool (%) o o
Yes 16% 19%
No . 84 . 81

777777 . 53.68 53.87
Age (months) 5? gg 5? §§
Number of Siblings 10.70 ' 10.49

Note: Table entries are group means, except as indicatéd:

a
5
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Table 10 _
{cont inued)

Comparability of Remaining PDC and Comparison Children
or Baseline (Fall 1976) Characteristics:

Sample Initially Tested in English

Sample Initially Tested in English

PDC Sample Comparison Sample

o i 1576 Test Scaras , parison >am
all 1976 ngfﬁScores ~ Spring 1979 © Spring 1979

5 (mazimim) ‘ 923 ‘ 237

9:32
.10

.10
.70
.68

.83

BsM-English
WPPS |
Verbal Fluency

[o) W — B0 o}
W ~J

av. N

0

Verbal Memory-1l S 1

o)}
N W Oy Ut

Verbal Memory=3 X
Arm Coordinaticn

Draw-A-Child .99
PIPS .97
POCL=1: "Task Orientation 32.70 " 33.61
POCL-2: ""Sociability' s 12.42 | 13:46

— W W N W
N W
00 D

—_— W W

pbc-comparison group difference on this variable significant with
p<:10 (two-tailed).

Note: Table entries are group means:

('U,\
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Table 10
{continued )
Comparability of Remaining PL% and Comparison Children
on Baseline {Fall i1976) Characteristics:

Sample Initially Tested in Spanish

Sample lnitialiy Tested in Spanish

, . I o - I
ST i TGFE Tooy Simon: i ?DC Sample Comparison Sample
fall 1976 Test Scores Spring 1979 Spring 1979 .

N{ mazx? mam) T 3 34

o — - I .

.56
.85
.00
.24
.09
.30

—

h pu—y
e o N W U O —
. .l

N
0
o\
AV |

BSM=3panish _ 11.68
WPPS 1 7:43
Verbal Fluency | 3.70
Verbal Memory-1 12.30
Verbal Memory-3 2.28
Arm Coordination 4.37
Braw-A-€hild ? L.35
PIPS A 1.78
POCL-1: '"Task Orientation" 30.81
POEL-2: "Seciability" 11.16

—
—
.

N,
£

Note: Table entries are group means.




Table 11
iﬁomparabxllty of Rema:nlng 556 and Compar:son Children:
“ Univariate and Multivariate Test Score Comparisons of
®pC and Comparison Groups, by Language of Initial Test

and Grouped Together {Full Analytic Sample)!

Fall 1976 Test Scores Language of ln't'a] Test: Full Analytic Sample
Erglish Spanish ' '
Univariate Comparison o ) A i
¥ (o tren) 4871 70 : 551
BSM-English n.d.! -—-- ——--
BSM-Spanish -—-- f.d. -—
BSM-both tests -—-- ---- n.d.
WPPS | 02 (€>P) n.d. .05(C>P)
Verbal Fluency n.d. n.d. A:d:
Verbal Memory-1 n.d. n.d. n.d.
Verbal Memory-3 n:d n.d. n.d.
Arm Coordination , n.d. n.d. n.d:
DPraw-A-€hild ) n.d. n:d: n.d.
PIPS _ n:d n.d. n.d.
POCL-1: "“"Task Orientation' f.d. fa.d. n.d:
POCL-2: "'Sociability" .003(C>P) n:d: .006(C>P)
Multivariate Comparison 63 65 528
N (96:3%) {92.9%) (95.8%)
All Tests Together: | ]
Significance .019 n.d. :028

1Table entries are: n. d. if there is no significant difference between PDC
and comparison group . chlldren, or significance level of difference and
direction as a(P>C) where P: PDC group and C: comparison group.
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between groups OR background characteristics. There are, however,

differences betWeen groups on test scores. _ For the samp]e of chnldren

initially tested in\English, significant differences in entry-level test

scores appear for th HPPSI and POEL-2. What is more; differences

between the PDC and comparison groups show a consistent direction:

for nine of ten measures, and both of the statistically sxgn:flcant
ones; absolute differences.

group. * A multivariate analysis of variance applied to this sample

confirms this finding; show:ng a S|gn|f|cant dlfference between PDC
and comparison groups at entry 2.16, d.f.: 10, 452; p = .020):

No such difference appears fo;\the subsample of children initially i

tested in Spanish: When both suksamples are combined (full analytic

sample) to test for a difference g initial levels between treatment

groups, the findings replicate those for the subsample initially tested

in Engllsh. There are mu]tlvarwate differences between the two groups

on entry-level test scores, with all d\fferences consistently favoring

thercomparlson group. Two tests show srgnlflcant differences on

.univariate comparison: the WPPS| and the\POCL-2. Sample sizes for the
multivariate comparisons range between 92‘and 96% of the total available

samples for univariate comparisons. \7
In sum, by spring 1979, attrition had af#Egted the initial compara-

bility of the treatment groups. This finding differs from findings at

entry and spring 1978. Although there has been ﬁa significant change in

|n entry-]eve] scores favor the comparison

the bacgg[oggd characteristics of the two treatment groups,rtney are no
longer strictly comparable on entry-level test scoréS Further, there
appears to be a d?flﬂlte directional tendency to the difference between

groups, with the comparlson group higher on entry-]eveb\test scores than

the PDC group. Differences between treatment group mean- levels are not
large (amounting to one-quarter of a standard deviation S? less), but

they are consnstent.

The lmpllcat10ns of entry-]eve] differences between groa s for child

outcome analyses are not trivial. Covariance adjustment for engry level

differences becomes necessary for the group initially tested in Eng]lsh

while such adjustment appears unnecessary for children initially tested
in Spanish. The lssqeiéf adJustment for entry-level differences between
treatment groups is dealt with in Chapter V, where the _analyses of chlld

outcome data for the spring 1979 analytic sample are discussed. \\

Characteristics of the Child Measures

Table 12 provides a key to the abbreviated names of child outcome

measures used in this report: Descrlptlons of the measures and of the

procedures by which summary scores are obtained can be found in Appendlx A.

g
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Table 12 5

Key to Abbreviated Names of
Child Outcome Measures!

BSM-English English language version of the Bilingual
Syntax Measure

BSM=Spanish Spanish language version of the Bilingual
Syntax Measure

Verbal Fluency Verbal Fluency subtest of the McCarthy

Scales of. Children's Abilities

PIAT-Math Mathematics subtest of the Peabody
Individual Achievement Test

PIAT=Reading Reading subtest of the Peabody Individual
Achievement Test
PIPS Preschon! Interpersonal Problem Solving
’ Test
ﬁﬁéL 1 Task Orientation subscale of the Pupn]

Observation Checklist

POCL-2 Sbciébfiity subscale of the Pupil
Observation Checklist

CRS-1 Self-Assurance subscale of the Chlld
Rating Scale

CRS-2 Aggressiveness subscale of the Child
Rating Scale

CRS-3 _ Dependence subscale of the Child Rating
Scale
CRS-4 Academic Hafxvatnon subscale of the Child

Rating Scale

Ci-1 Attitude Toward Teacher subscale (Part 1)
of the Child Interview
ci-2 Interést in Reading subscale (Part 2) of
‘ the Child lnterV|ew

‘CHild measures and summary scores are described in detail in
Appendix A:

48
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Score Distributions

Table 13 presents ranges, means, medians and standard deviations

of the summary scores for each child outcome measure included in the
grade 1 (spring 1979) battery. These statistics are computed for data
based on all PDC and comparison children in the analytic sample. Score

distributions for each summary measure are graphically displayed in histo-
grams appearing as Figures 3-15:

S£6§§ASEéBii[§i

As would be expected of measures sensitive to children's learning
N : ren. 9

and development, mean levels for the summary scores obtained on more than
one occasion between Head Start and first grade show increases over time
where appropriate. Table 14 presents the mean levels and sample sizes ,
available at all timepoints for which the same instruments are administered
as those used in grade 1 (spring 1979). The data in this table exclude
those children tested in English in spring 1979 who had been tested in
Spanish on one or more occasions in previous years, since they in effect

were not tested with the same instruments at all times.

Ariother perspective on score stability is provided by summary score
correlations between one testpoint and another, indicating the degree to
which the relative positions of children's scores change over time. Table

15 presents, again for those children for whom the same instruments were
administered over time, the occasion-to-occasion correlations for each

measure in the grade 1 {spring 1979) battery administered more than once.

Internal Consistency

Table 16 reports coefficients of internal consistency (Cronbach's

alpha) for the summary scores of each measure in the spring 1979 battery.
All but one of these coefficients exceed the criterion of .65 established
as the cut-off for acceptable item homogeneity in previous reports. The

single exception is the "attitude toward teacher' scale from part 1 of the
Child Interview, for which a coefficient of .54 was obtained for the study

sample at spring first grade.

Sirice the Child Interview was not administered prior to spring 1979,

no comparison with coefficients from previous PDC data collections is
possible. When a slightly different version of the instrument was admin-

iotered to similar first grade children in a longitudinal study of Head

Start impacts (see Appendix A, Attitude Toward Teacher),; similarly low

internal consistency was found. However, in the absence of test-retest

findings indicating short-term instability and in the absence of clearly

<
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DescFiptive Statistics for Spring Grade 1 (1979)
Child Outcome Measure Summary Scores

Measure : N Range Mean Median SFE,".“"?Y?{
: Deviation

.03

W

8SM-Engl ish s 1-18  i2.56 1378

Verbal Fluency | G5h6 2-14 16.24 15.93 6:07

P1AT-Math 535 6=41 18.70 19.34 6.04

PIAT-Read ing 516 5-46 22:82  23.63 5.74

 PIPS - 545 0-8  hii7 h.74 1.85

POCL-] | o o o o
Task Orientation 7 513 11-56 41.59 52.03 10.41

POCL-2 : — o

Sociability ' 513 3-21  14:96 15.13 4.62

CRS=1

Self-Assurance 510 11-55 35.18 34,75 7.52

Aggressiveness ] 521 4-20 10.06 10.40 3.62

Dependence | 522 2-10 5.47  6.20 1.93

CRS-4 o o o . s

Academic Motivation | 517 3-15 9.75 9.78 3.18

ei-1 . _ A oo e
Attitude Toward Teacher || 544 . 1-5 2.30 2.35 0.68

Ci-2 - . .
Interest in Reading 529 3-15 9:42 9.85 3.20
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Figure 4

Distribution of Spring Grade 1 (1979) Verbal Fluency Scores
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Figure 5

Distribution of Spring Grade 1 (1979) Summary Scores
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Distribution of Spring Grade 1 (1973) Summary Scores
for PIAT-Reading Scores
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Figure 7

Distribution of Spring Grade 1 (1979) Summary Scores
for PIPS Scores
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N=513
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Figure 9

for POCL-Z Scores
N=513
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Figure 10

Distribution of Spring Grade 1 (1979) Summary Scores
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Figure 11
for CRS-2
N=521
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Figure 12

Distribution of Spring Grade 1 (1979) Summary Scores
for CRS-3
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N=517
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Figure 15

Distribution of Spring Grade 1 (1979)
Child Interview Part 2 Scores
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Adninistered in Spring 1979 for all Ehnldren

Table 1

Means of Child OQutcome Measures Regeated Over Tlme and _

S¢i11 Present in Spring 1979

Fall 1976

Spring 1978

(RS-
(85-2:
(RS-3:
ERS-4:
el-l:
{012

POCL-1: "Task Orientation"
POCL-2: "Sociability"
'Self- Assurance
”Aggre55|veness
"Dependence”
"Academic Motivation
IAttitude Toward Teacher"
"interest in Reading"

 Spring 1977
Shgiglish 80 9.00 | BS-Edglish 43 G.73 | BSH-English Wk 11,60 | BSw-Engiish 41 12:5h
sheSpaiish 6 1157 | BShSpanish 69 1172 | BSH-Spanish 39 12.87 | BSMeSpanish 0 15,53
Verbal Fluency 473 6:13 | Verbal Fluency 6 8.81 | Verbal Fluency 44§ 14:31 | Verbal Fliercy 481 16.56
pis W 1.9 | PIrS t 2355 | PIPS W5 3.68 | PIRS i .ok
POCL-] i1 3315 | POCL-] 133 33:58 | PoCL-] Wi 37.02 | POCL-] 155 41,63
POCL-2 B31 12:93 | POCL-2 133 13,25 | POCL-2 b 13:25 | POCL-2 55 15,01
(RS- 399 35.20 | CRS-] 198 3485 | ol 50 35.20
| (RS2 b 1182 | CRS2 23 1150 | 82 53 10:13
) (RS-3 b2 5.80 | CRS-3 bl 5.51 | CRS-3 k7 5.4

. RS- b3 976 |
N TR TR I R A

IiT-Reading b6 15:25 | PiT-Reading 57 23.00
— - Cl-] b9 2.3
Egi: C1-2 Bl 9.73

ERIC

sarlior vaare are excluded from this table.

Approxzmate]y 70 chlldren tested in spring 1979 in Engllsh kit who had been tested in SpannsH in

-
o Tt

iU



Table 15

Stablllty (Test-Retest forralations) of the: Child Measures at Four Timepoints:
Fall 1976, Sprinig 1977, Spring 1978, and Spring 1979

OREST PS8 PSSy STISTB STIST9 TS

Measares N g " " g " B "
COGNITIVE-LANGUAGE
BSH-English IR B SR SR S S
BSM-Spanish 35 8l b .58 74 7k .65
Verbal Fidency m W 3 25 Sk .36 4h
DIATHath? 4 | 60
PiAT-Reading? 3% 5

w SOCIAL-BuLT0NEL
0 @ g B w3 B
POCL1: "Task Orfentation | &7 .39 .58 b D
POCL-2: "Sociability! | @77 M 19 2 36 LT
(RS-l "Self-Assurance® | 344 T R |
2 Magressivngss'S | 6 SIS
(RS-3: "Dependence'™® R4 05 -.03 14
%The PIAT was first adninistered in spring i978-
bThe Child Rating Scale was not administered in Fl1 1976 this, test-retest coefficients can be
computed only for spring timepoints.
gln
an
ARV
[Kc

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Tabla 16

Reliability of Child Measures®: Cronbach's Alpha

(Internal Consistency) PDC Spring 1979 Data

Measures ' Full Analytic Sample

COGNITIVE-LANGUAGE il a

BSM- Engllsh 542 .75

BSM-Spanish® 90 .82

Verbal Fluency 551 .76
LEARNING ATTITUDES

Child Interview - Part | 544 .54

Child Interview - Part Il 529 .94
SOCIAL=EMOTIONAL

POCL-1: ''Task Orientation" 517 9k

POCL-2: "'Sociability" 517 .89

CRS-1: ‘'Self-Assurance'’ 518 .78

CRS-2: ‘''Aggressiveness' - . 827 .76 F

CR$-3: ‘'Dependence" 528 77

CRS-4: "Academic Motivation' 523 : .91

Three instruments are not included: the Preschool Interpersonal

Problem Solving Test and the Peabody Indxvrdua] Achxevement Test

(Reading and Math subtestsj do not lend themselves to compatation
of alpha.

brexas. california and Connecticut only.

by -

 J
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teachers, it seems unwise to reject part 1 of the Child Interview out.

more effective measures of young children's attitudes toward school and
of hand. The component scales have been widely used and have been judged

to have at least face validity by many researchers and educators. Unless

new information comes to light clearly indicating the unsuitability of

the measure for the purposes of this research, it is recommended that _
the 'attitude toward teacher'’ scale be retained and the scores analyzed,
keeping in mind that there may be more ''nocise' than ''signal' for this

particular measure's summary score.

Correlations Among Summary Scores

Further documentation of the psychometric properties of the measures

is provided by intercorrelations of all summary scores for che total spring
1979 sample; in Table 17.

Fictor Structure of Summary Scores

In Table 18, the relationships in the intercorrelation matrix are.

reduced to a smaller number of common factors for the spring 1379 child
outcome battery. The factor analysis was accomplished by a varimax rotation
of the four factors identified through a principal components anaiysis as

having eigenvalues greater than one.

. The factor structure is somewhat ambiguc s, with several measures
loading moderately {loading levels of .3 or greater) on more than one
factor. The proportion of variance accounted for by the first three
rotated factors is closely similar, ranging bctween 16 and 19% of the

total variance. The two POCL scales (Task Orientation anc Sociability)

load heavily on the first factor, while the Ci-2 (Interest in Readirg)
and the PIPS evidence more moderate loadings. Three of the four CRS
scales (Self-Assurance; Dependence and Academic Motivation) load heavily
on the second factor: The BSM-English; PIAT-Math; and PIAT-Reading load
strongly, and Verbal Fluency loads moderately, on the third factor, -
suggesting that this factor might be interpreted as an index of general
academic achievement. The Cl-1 (Attitude Toward Teacher) and CRS-2

(Agaressiveness) evidence moderate to strong loadings on the fourth

factor: the positive loadings of these factors indicate ''negative attitude
toward teacher" and 'greater aggressiveness/competitiveness,' respectively.
Because several measures load moderately on two or more factors, inter-
pretation of the factor structure is uncertain, particularly if referred

sack te the intercorrelation matrix in Table 17.
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Table 17

Intercorrelations of Spring 1979 Child Measures
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Table 18"

Factor Analysis! of Scores on Child Measures

Factor Loading of Child Measures
(highest loading italictized)

Child.Measure

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3 -

Factor 4

BSM-English

Verbal Fluency

PIAT~Math

PIAT- Reading

PIPS

POCL-1: ""Task Orientation'
POCLE~2: ‘'Scciability"

CI-2: "Interest in Reading"

CRS-1: ''sglf-Assurance"
CRS-3:
CRS-4:
“CRS-2:

Y'Dependence’’
"Academic Mctivation''

"Aggressivenass

€i-1: "Attitude Towsrd Teacher?!

.03
.29
.15
.18
.55
.84
.86
.48
.10
-.08
.09
.03
-.06

.05
.05
;25
.36
.16
.13
-.08
.22
.83
-.73
.82
-.39
:31

7z

(41

.71
.89
.03

.22

.02
<37

.08

q

e

% of Total Variance
Accounted For

1€:4

lprincipal components solution; varimax rotation..

B2



&ga’tmgnw >f Measurss to “Social Competence'’

As in analyses of spring 1977 and 1978 data, the relationships of
test scores to a set Qf measures es;ablnsheu ds proxy criteria for ”SOCia]
competence' were examined. The social competerce criteria consisted of
the two subscales of the POCL (*'Task Orientation'' and “Sociazility') and
the four subscales of the Child Rating Scale ("self-Assurzncs. " "Aggressive-

ness;"' '"Dependence'' and ""Academic Motivation' 'Y. These measures were selected

in Phase | as indices of social competence because they appeareo to tap

a broad ranqe of characterlsglcs--SOC|a emotlonal cognltlve 11naunst1c

judged in thxq rnstance, by their teachers and tes;ers.r Given the state-
of-the-art of conceptualization and measurement of social c0mpetence, the
crnterIOn measures SOIected can provide, of course, cnly a crude estimate

The analytic design involved cartiticning the variance in spring 1579

T
tes. scores into twc parts: first; that part explained by demographic

characteristics of the chntdren (age,,sex, and etnr.cxty) second, any

additional variance acccunted for by the compiete set of social competerice
indices. |t is hypothesized that the stronger the .elatlonshlps of tes*
scores to indices of social competence (over ard above demosrapkrc factors),

the more relevant these scores are as irdices of program impact.

All of the test scores were fcund to be significan:ly related to the

set of socnal rOmpetence crit=sria over and cbove any relaticiship to demo-
graphic factors, as can be seeri in Table 19. The sircngest relatIOnshlp
was found fo- the PIAT-Reading (227 of variance explained); the weckest,
for the BSM-English (only 5% of variance explained).

Q 79
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Table 19

Relationship of "Social Competence” Criteria and Backeround

Variables to Test Scores of First Grade Children

. % of variance accounted % of variance accounted Sienificant n~adictors
Test for jointly by "social for by "social competence" (p<.05) ¢ their partial
(N =437) conpetence criteria & criteria beyond background correlations with test
background variables variables scores
B5H-Erigish 19 .05+ Variable Partial
Ethnicity -2k
POCL-1 16
RS-1 A3
Verbal Fluency 1% it POCL-1 ;]S
CRS 2 16
PIAT-Hath 29 1k hnicity -3
POCL-1 25
Age A
ERS-3 -3
POcL-2 -1
PIAT-Reading 2% 205 pOCL-1 ,:ﬂ;
Ethnicity Ry
CRS-3 -.i3
= P -
“Probabi 11ty of associated F ratio <.0002.
e
POCL=1: "Task Orientation”

PO "Sociability!
ERS iSe ] F-Assiurance”
(RS- "hggressiveness'

e’
heademic Motivation'

O
o



g
EXAMINATION OF OUTCOMES FOR CHILDREN

This chapter focuses on analyses dealing with chnld level outcome
measures for grade 1. It includes three major sections; dealing success:vely

with three research questuonc'

e \What are the tmpacts of PDC on children at the ~nd of grade 17

® What lS the relation of measures in other study doaanns to chnld

outcomes; irrespective of the educational treatment?

To what extent do study measures in other domains help explaln

treatment-related ¢ifferences in child outcomes?

Because of the length and compiexlty of the answers to these questlons,

a summary of the xndlngs of analyses related to these questions appears
separately as "uvier Yl of this volume.

Evidence of PDC's Impact on Children

Guiding Questions

There are many aspects to the questlon "What has PDC's impact on

chnldren been7” These dlfferlng ‘aspects imply various strategies in

analysis and interpretation of prOJect data: The purpose of thes=z

strategles is to set prlOFltIeS in answerlng questlon:, to isoiate pOtCﬁtla]lV

confoundnng factors, and to assess the merits of different responses
to the main question. The aspects consndered in deS|gnxng an analytic

approach to the PDC child outcorme data have included:

® For what measures of child outcome; or for what aggregates

or constructs of different measures; are ffects to be
assessed?

1'?‘
.\)‘

e Has the program's impact differed by si

e What have been the sffects of sample attrition on the

compcrcblllty of PDC and comparison samp les, and what

fect does this have on outcome assessments7

e Have program impacts differed for children of differing
demographic cr background characteristics?
v 5w have program impacts differed over time?

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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In answer:ng the main questlon, "What is the lmpact of PDC on children
to date7“, flve specnflc questlons are posed The fnrst two of these are

dlfferent samples of children. Figure 16 relates the five questions

regarding child impacts to a sequence of decisions about analyses and

describes the specific analytic design used in addressing each. The five
questions are:

1. For the children testéed in spring 1979, are groups
comparable on entru-level (fall 197%: data?

2. Is theve a velution between chilc background characteristics

ard program effects--in particular, are there program-by-

background in? ractiovs?

3. Looking at child outcome variables for spring 1979 only and
considering outcome variablés one at « time, are there
effects of program, or program-by-site interactions?

'Ld Outébmé variables for spring 1979 only and
L of them stmultaneously, are there program

ir;ecus or ﬁroaram -by-site interactions?

¢ez,aole reasy ed in SD”ung 1979, are there urcnds and
patterns ovev .ime in program oy program-by-site
interactions?

Variables used in child outcome analyses The fdllbWihg sets of

variables were incorporated in one or more of the analyses discussed in
this section:

iﬁdependent variabies:

sites (eleVCw)

hild background characteristics:

sex (two levels)
prior preschool exper;enee (two levals)

i

(G
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Fiqure 16

Sequence of Research Questions and Analyses in the Exanination of

Child=Level Inpacts at Grade | and Earlier Levels
S e of _—
o Jnalitic  Malysesand  Dependent Indeperdent
Quest ions Decisions Procedures Saple Sizes  Varisbles  Varisbles ~(ovariztes
— , (for sample _
If the answer s no: | | Muitivariate Essgigh;" Fall 1975: Proaraii
| (dentify varicbles | [oneway o sSheingiish | - =
to use as covariates analysis of l Verbal Fluency

Are the two groups—y in Q.2/Q.5. iariaice, B V: Henory-!
conparable ot  |simltaneous | neb63 |Vs Menory-3
éﬁttﬁflé!ﬁl;@é;ﬁ?ﬁ o on entry=level PIPS

| the answer is yes: | |variables. POCL 15 2
No Sction ecessary. WSl
~——— Arm Coord.
Draw-A-Child

If the answer is no: | | Multivariate § occasions: | | Program WPPS |
Child characteristics | | four-way BSH-English; | |Sex | | POCLZ
| variables can be used | [analysis of o |1l | fEmicty (Fal|
is there a relation| |as covariates in covariance; PIPS; Verbal | | Prior- 1976)
0.3/0.5. repeated - Fluency Preschool

etween child char-=} 0.3/05. || repestes -
acteristics and measures bl |3 aecasions:
program effects _ _ | across Eﬁg—ffg—-—
(e.9., group=by= . Ly £ tie ancver 16 ves: occasions: | )

sex interactions)? é:”;?:t:n;Zf;SIi';::' One analysis 2 dceasions:
r°guired bquESJE for | | for exch PIATHath. \
requirec oy 3P "1 | dependen PIAT-Reading
child characteristics, dependent o eading

variable.

3

¢h
Vu

Ci
a3
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Figure 16
(continued)

 Nunber of

Gl nalytic Analyses and
Questions Procedures Sample Sizes
Tfor sample
tested i
English)
For spring 1979 out- Univariate
comes (taken one at @ | |twoRay 13
ting); aré thers group | | analyses of =
or group-by-site covariance. £52-480
effects? One analysis
| for gach
dependent
variable.
- N
For spring 1975 out- | | Multivariate L
comes {taker §imil- tig-way n=376
taneousty) ; are there | | analysis of
group or group-by- covar iance.
site effects? I ————
For all occasions: Muitivariate | 3
are those patterns tig-igy
over tine in group analysis of | e
ot | Vb

o groupriysite

C L
thcuub!

v o gy |

| the analysis

for sach
dependent
dariable
acress

iOLcasions.

dependent  Independent
Variables Variables  Covariates
(for sample
tested i
English)
BSM-English Progran Ethnicity
Verbal Fluency| | Site Sex
PIAT-Math Dominant Prior
PIAT-Reading | |Llanguage | |Preschool
BIPS — {Fall 1976
RLIREY: WPPS |-
(l1e2 POCL-2
CRS 1-4
Variables as | [Variables| |Variables
for as for as for
0:3 0.3 3
| Variables as ’ IVariabIes Variables
for | as for g for
I A 0.2




Entry-level variables:

BSM-Spanish
WPPSI
Verbal Fluency.
Verbal Memory 1

~ PIPS
~ Draw-a-Child
Arm Coordination

pOCL-1

pocL-2

Dependent variables: g
BSM-English (four occasions)
BSM-Spanish (four occasicns)

Verbal Fluency ’four occasions)

PIPS (four ozcasions)

PocL-1 {four occasions)
POCL-2 {four occasions)
CRS-1 (three occasions)
CRS-2 (three occasions)
CRS-3 (three occasions)
_ PIAT-Math (two occasions)
PIAT-Reading (two occasions)
CRS-4 (one occasion) 7
thild Interview 1 (ore occasion)
Ehild Interview 2 (one occasion)
Prelim:nary Analyses: Questions ! and 2

~ In order to formulate appropriate analytic designs for assessing
child outcomes in response to questions 3 through £; it was first necessary

to address questions 1 and 2.

Question |: Were PDC and comparison children remaining in the
sample at the end of first grade (sprirs 1978)

comparable at entry (fall 1978)*

. Findings. The methods used to address this - .°-ion and the findings
have already been described in detail in Chapter '  :2 in particular
Takle 10): We reiterate the findings here in sw: r o orm:

@ For the subsample tested at entry in Engl: - .a=480),
significant differences between PDC and comparison
children were found for two of ten 2ntry-level measures:

WPPS| and POCL-2. Absolute differences between group means
favored the comparison group in nine of ten instances. Multi-
variate analysis of variance considering all ten entry-level

measures simultaneocusly confirmed the univariate ANOVA findings.

77 i




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

B\

° Ecr tHé éuséémpié tzstéa at entry ih épahisﬁ (h ?i) "o

comparison groups were found in either univariate or

multivariate analyses of variznce:

Analytic design implications: The findirgs for guestion 1 had

important implications for the analyses that fo]]owec. First, the discovery
of entry-level differerices between PDC and corparison children tested in
Ehglish meant that spr:ng 1979 outcome comparlsons were ]lkely to be

grodps) in all sdbsequent analyses for the sample |r|t|al]y tested in
English. The adequacy of the analysis of covariance dapproack taken here

to compensate for initial PDC/comparison differences will be considered

in a later section; where we interpret statistical findings related to
questions 3 through 5. Second; the decision to make covariancz adjustments
of outcome w:asures for the sampie initially tested in English made it

impractical, if not impossible, to analyze data for children initially

tested in Spanls together with data for those tested in English Because
Spanish and English versions of entry- levetl measures cannot be aSsumed

to medsire the same constructs, analyses of the combined samples would

have required separate covariate adjustméents for children in_the two _
groups--making analvtic designs even more complicated and raising addatlonal
questions about |nterpretabll|ty. Consequently,; it was decided that all
analyses of outcomes would be performed separately fer .. "7 +-+~ tested

initially in Spanish and in English:

Question 2: Ts there a weZatzowsn~p between child Iacwg:wwid
characteristics and program effects--i.e., are
there group-by-background interactions?

, Method of analysis. FEach outcome variablé was consicared sepaiately
in repea <4 measures analyses incorporating all occasions of measurement
of that ve-iable from fall 1976 through spring 1979. The repezted measu:3s

analyses :.>re performed Us-ng multivariate; rather than univariate; analysis

of varicnr:- techniques in order to circumvent assumptions o, cowpound

symmetr “inn, 197L). The analytic design incorporated main e facts of

grour e ’Yor preschool experience, and ethnicity (Eng]nsH-"c',ﬁ

samc . .ni.,; =parate first-order interzctiorns of group with s=a, prior

pré . ocl, anc :thnicity (English-tested sample only); pooleéd " gier-order
int:ract ©ns:; . -d entry-level WPPS| and POCL-2 as covariates fcr the sub-
sa~-lc inltial y tested in English. The number of measurement: zvailaoble

rang- © from e to four depending uwpon the variable; for measures administered

oniy vi., univariate approaches were used: Analytic samplz sizes differed
somewhat across variables due to missing data:

a. 3

Y
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Findings. Table 20 summarizes the tests of first-order interactions
for the sampie initially tested in English. Pooled higher-order inter-
3ctions were tested but not interpreted because of their complexity and
because they are of little a priori interest at this stage of data a@nalysis:
A number of first-order interactions reached statistical significance;
however, no consistent pattern emerged. And when the three significant
group-by-ethnicity interactions were compared within the multivariate
repeated measures analysis of variance framework, they were found to have

rather different characteristics. When'analyses were performed on data
for <hildren initially tested in Spanish, no significant first-order
interactions were found.

 Analytic design implications. Prior to addressing question 2 it was
decided that interaction terms should not be incorporaced in aralytic

designs for questions 3 through 5 unless there were compelling reasons
to do so, because to include these terms as independent variables would
entail astimating variation for an extremely large number of design celis;

~ost of which would have few or no subjects. Under these circumstances it

wsuid o~ impossible to obtain consistently reliable estimates of within-cell

variance. ard the interpretability of the entire analysis would be jeopar-
dized:

Tests of first-order interactions of group membership with backgruund

characteristics did not reveal strong, consistent interaction effects.
Thus, we concluded that these interactions could be disregarded in subseguent

ana yses and that the background characteristics of sex, prior preschool

experience, and ethnicity could e incorporated as covariates rather than
design factors.

Analyses of Child Outcomes: Questions 3, b, and 5

" The analytic designs used to address questions 3 through 5 all involve
= 1justments »f dependent variables for entry-leve! WPPSI and POCL-2
differeice: between groups (in the case of children initially tested in_

English) and fcr the main effects of sex, prior preschool experience, and
(in the case of the sample tested in Engiish) ethnicity. Because tests_
of the group main =ffect and the group-by-site interaction are per formed

on adjusted rather than observed scores, it is useful to examine mean
adjusted scores for each dependent variable as well as the observed score

means. Figures 17a through 18d graph the adjusted means for each occasion
of measurement for each dependent variable by program group and language

of initial testing. Tables 21 and 22 present both adjusted and observed
mean values for each variable at each timepoint by group and language of
initial testing.

The data presented in Figures 17a through 18d and Tables ?: snd 22
apply striztly to the sampies cf children for whom scores were --btained
at ail occasions of measurement of the variable in question. Trese are
the samples analyzed in addressing jiestion 5. The relationsh »s between
these samples and the samples of analyses addressing question: 3 and b are

illustrated in Table 23; which 1ists the sample sizes for ezu analysis and
dependent variable.
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Tahle 20

estion 2 Findings: Sumary. of Tests of Interactions
Gf Graip with Ethicity, Sex, and Prjor Préschio]

Experience for Sample TeSted in English

Deperident Variables

o s Verbal b [PIAT-RIAT

Interactions | English | PIFS | POCL=1 | POCL=2 | Fluen: "URS-2 ) CRS-3 | CRS-4 [Math | Read | CI-1 | CI-2
n=k3l | nhah | ne356 | n=356 | nel2 12356 | 12359 | =452 [ n=hok | n=398 | n=478 | n=460

_ _, I T
broup-by= | '
tthnicity | "0 b b
.. . !l " /—
broup=by- | . ‘ i
Sex .05 |
Sroup=by- ; o
et ~ <
Preschool '

_ f o
g

ERIC
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Plot of Adjusted POC and Comparison Group Means on easures in the Fall

Head Start; Spring Kindergarten and Spring Grade | Batteries
(Sample tested in English)
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Figure 175
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Head Start, Spring Kindergarten and Spring Grade | Batteries
(Sample tested in English)
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Figure 17c
P11 of Adjusted POC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the, Fall
Head Start, Spring Kindergarten and Spring Grade | Batteries
(Sample tested in English)
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are those with complete data for all timepoints. -
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Figure 174 /

Plot of Adjusted POC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the Fall
Head Start, Spring Kindergarten and Spring Grade 1 Batteries
(Sanple tested in English)
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Figure 16a
~ Plot of Adjusted PDC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the Fall
Head Start; Spring Head Start; Spring Kindergarten and Spring Grade 1 Batteries
(Sample tested in Spanish at Entry)
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Figure 180
~ Plot of Adjusted PDC and Conparison Group Means on Heasures in the “al’
Head Start, Spring Head Start, Spring Kincergarten and Spring Grade 1 Barterier
(Safiple tested in Spanish at Etry)
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Figure 18¢
Plot of Adjusted POC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the Fall
Bead Start; Spring Read Start, Spring Kindergarten and Spring Grade | Batteries
(Sample tested in Spanish at Entry)
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Table 21
Observed and AdJustedI Means for PDC and Comparlson Grdups
By Occasion: All Child OuLcome Measures;

Sample Tested Initially in English

Group
PC y Comparison
urlshis o 6¢éé§iaﬁ . ] ; 0cca§ion \
FHS  SHS sk SGI  (n) FHS  SHS Sk S61  (n)
Observed 8.77 9:65 11.46 12.29 5,23 9.31 9.81 11.84 12.85 . o
Adjusted 9.05 9.93 11.64 12.k7 (223) 501 9.51 11.65 12.71 (208)
PIPS . o
Observed 1:86  2.47  3.69  h.29 (.54, 1.97  2:70 3.70  h4.2h (o444
Adjusted 1:96  2.55 3.71 L4.32 1.85  2.61 3:68 4.19
POCL-1 R , L
Observed 31.60 33,14 36.10 41.40 (1§§§ 33:62 34:06 37.48 41.95 (1725
Adjusted 32.80 33.89 36.49 41.85 32:33 33.27 37.07 L41.47
POCE-2 S B o
Observed 12.11 13.00 13.06 14.67 (184) 13:46 13.52 13.77 15.45 (1725;
Adjusted 12.21 13.09 13.17 14.75 13:35 13:43 13.66 15.35 ©
Verbal Fluwency | - S
Observed 5.95 8.45 1h.11 16.38 (0, 6.18 9.27 14.47 16.7h (0
Adjusted 631 8.8 14.50 16.53 (220) 5.6y 8.87 1416 16.58 (200
CRS-1 S - o
Observed || =---- 35:91 35.02 35.44 yggy || TTT7C 35:11 35.33 35.39 34y
Adjusted --——- 36.02 35.06 35.47 34:98 35.27 34.38
CRS=2 S S
Observed ————= 11.48 10.86 10.04k . ..y i ----- 12.18 11.87  9.73 {ygay
Adjusted || === 1183 1l.02 0.1 213 1105 11.63 9.4 (23
CRS-3 o N o
Observed -====  5.80 5.h2 5.69 1 ic) ----= 5.92  5.51  5.20 Yyum)
| Adjusted ~---=  5.77 5.h2  5.69 (215) —--s- 5.56 5.514445;31431““’

1AdJusted means are obtained as residuals of regreSSIOn equatlons,For each’ chnld-
outcome as dependent varlab]e using as predictors entry- level values for WPPSI

and POCL-2, as well _as dummy varuab]es for sex; prior preschoo] experi=nce and
ethnlcuty Residuals are adJusted by the addition of overall means for each

occasion. T

The samp]e represented in these data IS the sample of children with comp]ete

- data for a]] occasions of measurement for a given instrument:

1z
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Table 21

{continued)
Group B
PDC Comparison
. o - Occasion , ~ Occasion
Variable 1 2 3 R 123 b
. AS SHS SK SG1  (n) FHS SHS SK 61 (n)

P IAT=Math: o o
“Observed || ----- ----- 12:88 1862 oo ===s= === 13,53 19.56 iaqy

Adjusted || --mmm —-—-- 13.09 18.83 (225) ceeee -2z 13.27 18.86 (19°
AToResding | B o

Observed | =----- =-=--- 14:76 22:18 150y S=is =E=== 15.79 25.89 (qga

Adjusted | ----- =---- 14,71 22.50 (2100 || =io Saes q5lag 2304 (188)
CRS-14 , o
~Observed || ----- -=--- ----- 9.93 ;.- e P Y S,

Adjusted Iz Z==Ez == -- 10.00 (230) f| _____ o o= 9.50 (222)
Child
Interview-1  §

Observed || =---= =-=--= =--=-- 2.29 ;o500 || -memm mmmmm -mem- 2:33 (5349

Adjusted . 2.28 (2) b o . 2.32 (233)

|echitd
| Interview-2 o _
~“Observed || ----= --=-= ----- 9.64 ;.. mmem— ool ZZZZZ 983 iy
. Adjusted ZS=Iz Zaeae- -———— 9.69 (€522 | 9.77 (22?)
g




Table 22
Observed and Adjusted! Means for PDC and Comparison Groups
By Occasion: All Child Outcome Measures;
Sample Tested lnitially in Spanish

- Group
PBC ~ Comparison )
R, , ~ Occasion Bccasion
Variable kB 2 3 n - 717 727 73 " o
- ~ FHS SHS SK s¢1 (n) FHS SHS SK s¢1  (n)
BSM-Spanish S -
Observed 12.50 13.21 13.79 15.07 [y 11.90 12.10 12.10 14.38 .,
Adjusted Al 12.40 13.18 13.69 15.11 11.96 12.12 12.15 14.35
- |rips , o
~ Observed 2.12 229 3.76  3.18 . .y 1.97  3.43  3.61  4.00 45
Adusted 2.15 2.25 3.81 3.38° 1.85 3.57 3.57 3.85
POCL-1 N o
~ Observed 30.93 39.14 37.21 36.43 28.78 34.00 3h.78 43.83 (g,
Adjusted 29:52 37:99 36.99 36.02 29.88 34.90 34.96 Lh4.15
POCL-2 T
Observed C11.65 13,71 15,07 13.21 (14 11.28 1261 1283 15.83 (44,
Adjusted 11.20 13.57 13.94 12. _Jlneez- 12072 12:99 16:35 4
Verbal Fluency , - e L .
Observed 4.06 _7.65--10.59 12 6 (ﬁ) 4:68 7-68  8.27 13.82 (22)
Adjusted 5.09° 7.45 10.54 12 465 7.83 8.31 13.88
ERS-1
Observed e
Adjusted © SAMPLE SIZE TO0O0 SMALL FOR ANALYSI S
€RS-2 ,
~Observed e i e e amat vl e
Adjusted SAMPLE SI1ZE TOO0O SMALL FOR ANALYSIS
CRS-3 _
" Observed H esubiec eizf Too <HALIL FOR ANALYSTIS
Adjusted SAMPLE S4Zf TOO SHMALL FOR ANALY ?.LA§~’

1Adjusted Means are obtained as residuals of regFe55|on equatrOns for each child

outcome as dependent varnab]el using as predxctors dmey variables for sex and

prior preschool experience. Residuals are adjusted by the addition of overall
means Fbr each occasion.

The samp]e represented in these data is the samp]e of children with complete

data for all measurement occasions for a given instrument.
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Table 22

(continued)
i Group
- PDC Comparison
Occasion Occasion
Variable 1 2 3 L. 2z 3 b
FHS SHS SK SGi (n) FHS SHS SK 'ASGI {n) -
[erar-nach R
Observed | ----- ----- 13.38 16.67 5.y | ----- ----- 13.00 17.27  (5¢y
Adj usted cemee camoo 13030 16031 Db o 13.05 17.55 (26)
PIAT-Reading o o
Observed || --=-= ----- 13.90 20.53 gy || v -0 11.56 23.87 )3y
 Adjusted | ----m -=--- 13.78 20.47 mTemm e 11.65 23:91
ERS-4 I
Observed SSoS- ZSSCT o ZIEET 10.300 gao ZZIZo  ZZzIz Zoo-- 8.79 ;..1
Adjusted | -mmm= —emem —ooe- 10-96 (37) m---- ZZZoo oo 8.83 (33)
child
Interview-1 ) 38 5 1] .
" Observed —=Z<= SoZoD Doz 2.3 DU | e R el 2.11 C ey
Adjusted —mm== —ooos SEZo: 2.35 (37) 2222 semes zz===  2.1% (33)
child
Interview-2 o 5.3
"~ Observed i e 7.22 ‘ e ettt .32 l
A&juéféa e . L 77_728 ”(7377717 ﬁlif::: —SSSo Sle-l 7.25 .(3 )
krﬁ_ ——
1:3




Tabla 23

Comparison of Sample Sizes Available for Analyses

Addressrng Que%tlons 3, 4 and 5; by Child Hutcome Measure

for Sample Tested in Englisk and (zt Entrv) in Spanish

Sample T~sted in Englisk Sample Tested in Spanish
= 480 , = 71
Measure — - — )
Questions Questions

3 L 5 3 & 5
BSM-English 480 376 431 70 S| sl
BSM -Spanish si 51 5 70 50 35
PIPS - 479 376 2k 70 50 1o
POCL-1 454 376 356 62 50 22
POCL-2 455 376 356 62 50 32
Verbal Fluency 480 376 n24 " 71 50 39
CRS=1 | 43 376 326 70 50 sl
CRS-2 | 458 376 356 68 50 51
ERS-3 556 376 359 ' 71 50 . S|
CRS=4 , 452 376 — 76 50 --
PIAT-Math 471 376 L2k 68 50 47
PiAT-Reading 456 376 398 64 50 L2
Child Interview-1 k78 376 - 0 50 -

kAEﬁLl?,|Eteerew_2 460 376 - B8 50 -~ ]

Notes: Analyses for questnon 3 use a]l available subJecLs w:th sprlng 1979 data

. (and values for entry-level covarnates) for question L; 211 available
subJects with complete data across all antruments in spring 1979, and
for question 5; all available subjects with complete data across all
occasions for each instrument. The entry 'S$I'' means that the sample of

children with data for that measu’e is insufficient for analysis for a

pertncu]ar questnon For single-occasion measures, question 3 and question
5 analyses are identical:
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Question 3: Considering outcome variables one at a time, are
: PDC and comparison children different at the end
of first grade (spring 1979)? In particular; are
there group main effects or group-by-szte interactions?

Method of analysis: This question was addressed by univariate two-
way analyses of covariance. The dependent variables were each spring 1979
child outcome variable taken separately; the independent variables were

group, s:te, and the group by 5|te |nteraction term., Covarlates were

previously indicated. -

F+nd4ggs4fo:4ch1ldcen44nltiall¥,Les:ed in English. Table 2k summarizes

the results of analyses for the subsample lnltlally tested in English.

A sngnlflcanr group main effect was found for PIAT-Reading; significant

‘group-by-site interactions, fcr both PIAT-Reading and Verbal Fluency:

Post hoc comparisons of PiAT Reading adjusted mean scores for PDC and
comparison groups within sites are presented in Table 25. These tests

clearly indicate that the group-by-site interaction is the result of

a simple effect of group within site--i.e.; group membershlp is associated

with a mean difference in PIAT-Reading scores favoring the comparison
group at only one site, Michigan. Alsoc evident from this table is the

fact that Georgia, the only PDC site without a local comparison group,

has the lowest mean PIAT- Reédihg scores Of any sute. leen the consistently
strong site effect 2cross all measures shown in Table 24, it is reasonable

to assume that if there were a group of comparison chlldren at the Georgia
site; they would also have low mean scores on the PIAT-Reading. The

inclusion of the Georgia PDC group without a comparison group serves to

lower the PDC mean but not the comparison mear. As the bottom row of

"Table 25 shows, when the Georgia site is excluded from the analysis of

PIAT- Readlng, the overall difference in group means disappears. _!n_ sum,

there is no basis for concluding that the overall performances of PDC and

comparison groups initially tested in English are different on the PIAT-
Reading subtest. Regarding the ratner large difference in PIAT- Readlng
performance associated with group membership at the M|ch|qan site, it is

not clear that the effect should be attributed to differences in educatlonal
program:

Table 26 presents the results of ;oairhobfcompartsons of PBC and

comparlson group mean adjL<ted Ve bal Fluency scores Wlthlh each snte

due to sugnnf:cant dlfferences Setween c*0ups going in opposite dnrecflons

at two sites: ) lgiﬁaryland children in the PDC group scored higher on
Verbal Fluency thar children in the comparison group; in Washington,
comparison children scored higher than PDC children.

Findings for chn]d.eh ihntaally tested in Spanish. Table 27 éUrmérizes

the results of univariate analyses of spring 1979 outcome variables_ for

the PDC and comparison samples initially tested in Spanish. Significant
differences associated with group membership appear for two variables--the
CRS-4 ''Academic Motivation' scale (PDC>Comp) and the P1AT-Reading (€Comp>PDC).

No significant group- by-site interactions were found.

129
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Table 24

Results of Univariate Analyses of Covariance on Spring 1579 _
Child Outcome Measures: Sample Tested in English (maximum n=481)

' EFFECTS

| Outcome Measure | N | Covariates = Group _ _ Site_ _ Grous-by-Site
BSM-Engl ish 480 .0001 - .0001 -

PIPS | %79 .0273 == .0407 . ==

POCL=1 454 :0021 = 0013 1 --

POCL-2 455 -0001 -- .0255 --

Verbal Fluency 480 .0019 -- .0001 .0017
CRS=1 h49 .0003 ~= 0081 ==
ERS-2 458 .0036 -~ T.e013 - --
cR5-3 | s - - ooz -
CRS-4 | 452 .0007 -- .0126 -
PIAT-Math 471 20001 . - 0475 “-

PIAT-Reading b6 | .0%0! 0328 .0059 0482
Child Interview 1 | 478 | -

Child Interview 2 460 | - .0001 -- 10016 --

LA

Note: Table entries are statistical significance levels, if lower than
.05. Covariates for these analyses are: entry-level WPPS! and
POCL-2, and dummy variables for sex, prior preschool:experience
and ethnicity. :
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Table 25

_ Adjusted Means for PDC and Compzrison Groups at Each Site:

Spring 1979 PIAT-Reading Instrument (n=h56); Sample Tested in English
774#7, ~____GROUP
) o ~ pbc , Comparxson

. Site ~ N Mean | N = Mean | Contrast
California 17 20.58 | 17  20:63 |  Ns
Colorado 20 24.24 12 22.58 NS
Connecticut 23 22.48 34 22.76 NS
Fiorida 28 21:53 25  24.L6 NS
Georgia 27 20.27 | - -
lowa, 13 24.14 13 25.52 NS
Maryland 27 25.15 22 23.51 NS
Michigan | 20 20:66 | 25  26.32 | p<:000]
Texas 12 22:96 13 22:30 NS
Utah 22 23.74-} 32 23.32 NS
Washington 24 22.29 26  22.2h NS .
All Sites 233 22.45 | 223 23.52 p=:0228
All Sites but Georgia 206  22:78 | 223 23.52 N5

Notes: Means are residuals cf regression on observed data; usinc as

independent variables entry-level WPPS| and POCL-2 scores and

dummy variables for sex, ethnicity and prior preschool experience:
Residuals are restored to overall mean levels: Significance
levels for contrasts between treatment-group means are presented

- if .05 or less
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Table 26

Adjusted Means for PDC and Comparlson Groups at Each Slte

Sbrihg ]979 MSCA-Verbal Fluency Instrument (n= 480) amp]e Tested in Eng]ush

GROUP
- - PDC,,,, Comparlson

L Site.__ .. _|_ N _ Mean N Mean | Contrast
Caiifornia 17 16.02 18 16:76 NS
Coiorado | 20 11.27 | b i3.98 NS
Connecticut 27  20.47 | 36  19.08 NS
Florida 31 13:88 | 26 13.79 | NS
Georgia 27 13.82 - -- -
lowa s i6.84 | 13 16.62 Ns

Maryland 27 22.75 22 17.67 p=.0103
Michigan 1 21 15.82 |-32  16.39 NS
Texas 12 17:39 14 16.14 NS
Utah 23 17.02 | 34 . 15.52 NS

Washington | 25 15.58 26  19.3L p=.6329
All Sites : 245 16.40 235 16.72 NS

Notes: Means are residuals of regressnon on_observed data, using as
independent variables entry-level WPPSI and POCL-2 scores and
dummy variables for sex; prier preschool experience and ethnicity.

‘Residuals are restored to overall mean levels. Significance

levels for contrasts between treatment group means are presented
only if .05 or less.




Table 27

‘Results of Univariate Analyses of Covariance on Spring i§79ﬁ,

Child Outcome Measures:

Sample Tested in Spanish (maximum n=70)

Outcome Measure N

PIAT-Math
PIAT-Reading
Child Interview 1 70

70

Child Interview 2

- -- 0362 -
-- 0131 0001 --
-- 0033  .0051 --

Note:
: .05.

‘Table entries are statistical significance levels, if lower
Covariates for these analyses are dummy variables for

than
sex

and prior preschool experience.



Table 28 further explores the 5ign|fxcant groop main effects through
post hoc within- site comparisons. For the Academic Motivatuon scale, PDC
children were rated hlgher than conparison chu]dren on]y at the Texas site:
By contrast; PIAT-Reading scores are significantly higher for comparison
children at the Texas site. Although the direction and magnitude of
difference in PIAT-Reading performance was similar at the California site,

the samp]e sizes there were too small for the difference to reach statlstlcai
s:gnxf:cance Including data for six Connecticut PDC children (none of

them in the comparison group) in ana]yses of the PIAT- Readlng scores
increased the magnitude of the group effect much as the inclusion of data

from the._ Georgla site affected the analysis of PIAT-Reading scores for
the sample tested in English. However; in th:s,unstance exc]udxng the
Connecticut sample did not eliminate the overall group difference.

Question 4: Considering all outcome variarles samuapaneuuep4

arc PPC and comparison cn*Zarvn differert at tha end

of First grade (sprzng 1978)? In particuiur; s

o

the re a group main effect or c group-by-site W"”"GinP

The dependeht variables were all sprihg 1979 outcomes,consxdered Sxmulf

taneously; independent variables were group, Site, and the group-by-site

interaction term: Eovarlates differed for ch:]drer lnltlally tested in

English and in Spanish as previously indicated.

Relatlonshxp to ana]yses for question 3. The analyses performed in

respontce to this question might be expected to produce somewhat dlfferent
answers than those obtained to quéstion 3 for two reasons. First, it xs
possible to find differences in overall outcome profiles in the presence

of scattered and mixed univariate differences or even in the absence of

any SIgnxfxcant gnivariate differences. Second; the sample for the mu]tl-

variate ana]yses reported in this section was smaller than for the univariate

analyses in response to questIOn 3;7Snnce some children in the spring 1979

sample were not tested or rated on some measures and,only children with

complete data were included in the mu]tnvaruate ana]ys:s Thus,; malti-

variate analysis is not equ:va]ent to the sum of unlvaruate analyses buat

§dpp1e@ent§ them. !f both approaches. produce similar fxnd:ngs these
findings have greater credence. If the results contradict one another,

an effort must be made to resolve the difference.

Findings for the sample initially tested in Eng1lsh Table 29 présents

the resu]ts of a mu]tuvarlate ana]ysss of c0var|ance of sprlwg 1979 outcome

The total sample availabls was 376--78% of the 480 children in this subsamp]e

T§a§ored on at least one outcome variable in Sprxng 1979. The top section

of the table reveals a s:gnxfucant difference in the outcome prof:les of
chlldren ‘Q,Eb?,PDC and comparison groups as we]] as a Sugnlficant group-
by-site interaction. The bottom section of Table 29 indicates which variables

made signiflcant contributions to the overa]l difference in group prof:]es

The pattern of these results iargeiy replicates findings of the univariate

analyses for question 3, in spite of a reduction in sample size (and

theréforé é differehce |n >amp1e comp051txon) Specific profile differences
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Table 28

Adjusted Means for PDC and Comparison Groups at
each Site for Spring 1979 (Grade 1) PIAT-Reading
and CRS-k4 '"Academic Motivation' Scale,
Sample Tested Over Time in Spanish

Group

Variable Site PDC ' Comparison Contrast

n Mean n Mean

CRS-4 california 5 5.5 7 . 5.72 | NS
8 1 11.80 NS
.0513

Connecticut 8 11.61

Texas 25  10.80 25 9.49 p

All Sites 37 10.L0 33 8.76 .0131

Q.
[

P1AT-Reading | California 4 16.89 7 21.50 NS
Connecticat || 6  15:39 = - --
Texas 24 21.54 23 2L.08 =.0402

All Sites 34 19.91 30 23.48 p=:0033
Sites,
Connecticut . o L L : L -
Removed 28  20.88 - 30  23.48 p=:0248

\\( Notes: Means are residuals of regression on observed gata, using as

\ ~ independent variables dummy variables for sex and prior preschool

N experience: Residuals are restored ta overall mean levels.
N . Significance levels for contrasts between program group means are
\ presented only if .05 or less.
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Table 29 o

" Results of Multivariate Analysis of Covariance of Spring 1979
(Grade 1) Child Outcome Measures: Sample Tested in English (n=376)

EFFECTS

Outcome Measare Covariates  Group  Site  Group-by-Site

Overal? Comparison

05 Pnoszzaé .0001 . .QCO? .0001 .0056

Outcome Measure

BSM=English .0001 .0289  .0001 -
PiPS == == -
POCL-] -- -- .0016 =
POCL-2 © .0014 - 0227 --
Verbal Fluency .0018 -- 0001 .0011
CRS-1 ‘ .0005 -- .0197 --
CRS-2 ©.0031 - .0010 -
CRS-3 -- 0389 .0010 B
CRS=4 .0001 .0280 .0250 --
PIAT-Math .0001 -- -- --

RiaT B == nan 18l _nnon nk77

e o
ncguiiyg ) PR SROR [t

Child Interview 1 -- == = ==
Child Interview 2 .0013 - .0342 -

Notes: Table entries are statistical significance levels, if lower than
.05. Covariates for these analyses are dummy variables for sex;

ethnicity and prior preschool experience; and entry-level values
for WPPS| and POCL-2. »
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o PIAT-Reading. Differences in mean PIAT-Reading scores favored
the comparison group. This difference is again interpreted

as primarily the result of a large difference favoring the

comparison group at the Mlchlgan site and the absence of a

cemparison group in Georgia, a low scoring site. The difference

betwsen groups amounted to .19 standard deviation units:

e Verbal Fluency., A sngnlflcant group- by- snte lnteractlon was
found. As in the preceding univariate analyses, site-level

comparisons point to significant differences in opposite

directions at the Maryland and Washlngton sites; with no

other site-level differences between groups.

BSM- Engllsh An overall difference favoring the comparison
group was found: PDC=12.60; comparison=12:90: The

différence amounted to only .13 standard deviations:

e ERS-3 ''Dependence.'' There was an overall difference favoring
comparison group children: PDC=5.67; comparison=5.47. (Higher

scores indicate greater ”dependence.”) The magnitude of this

difference was .11 standard deviations.

tﬁézﬁ “Academlc Motlvat:on.” The overall dlffe[egcg favo.ed

PDC children: PDC=10.00; comparison=9.40: This difference
amounted to .19 standard deviations.

Although the outcome profiles for PDC and comparlson groups overall

are reliably different, the implication of this difference is not clear

(even if we leave as-de the questicn of whether the difference can be _

attributed to the educatlonal program rather than to other factors) First;

neither group's profile is consistently higher than the other; second,

what differences there are tend to be confined to particular measures at

particular sites. Finally, the group differences are smail (on the order

of twofgegghs of a standard deviation in magn:tude), sugges*nnd that the
multlvarlate analytic procedures may be more sensitive than is JUStlfied

by the meaning of the educatlonal impacts which have been identified, given

our overall large sample size and the strong influence of site characteristics.

Findings for children iﬁitiéllygtesiedgiEASﬁéﬁjéﬁ; THé”§3ﬁ§736519§i§

was carried out for children initially testeu in Span|5h The available

sample size was 50--71% of the 70 children in this subsampie measured on

at least one outcome variable in spring 1979. Children were dlstrlbuted

Very unevenly across sites. There were only seven chlldren representing

the €alifornia site, and only two of these belonged to the PDC group.

There were on]y flve chlldren from Connecticut; all in the PDC: group.

The remaining 38 children were from Texas. Given gross imbalances in sample
sizes across sites and groups and the excessive number of dependent
varnab]es for the number of chlldren in the total sample; the analytic

results were judged too unstable to report:




Question 5: Comsidering all occasions of measurement of each
enild outcome variable from Fall 1976 through
spring 1979, are there trewnds and patterns.over
time in group differences or group-by-site
interactions?
Method of analysis. The repeated measures analysus for each instrument

was accomplished by a multivariate two-way analysxs of covariance. Ten

of the 13 instruments considered in thlS section were adm:nlstered on more
than one occasnon thr;e--CRS 4 Cl , and Cl 2--were flrst admnn:stered’

The |ndegendent varlables were group and site. Covariates remained the

same as for previous analyses. For reasons analogous to those articulated

in the prevuous section; analyses of data for chlldren initially tested

in Spanish were not conducted

Findings for children initially tested in English. Table 30 summarizes

the results of analyses for each outcome measure. Sugn:flcant differences
over_time associated with group membershjp were |dent;f|ed for two variables:
the POCL-2 "'Sociability' scale and the CRS-2 ‘''Aggressiveness'' scale.
thﬂbfbyfsité interactions over time emerged for four measures: Verbal

Fluency, CRS-2 ''Aggressiveness'' scale, CRS-3 ''Dependence'' scale; and

PIAT-Reading: The nature of each of these longitudinal effects is considered
below:

® POCL-2 main effect. When group mean total POCL ¥ scores--the sum
of values across four occasions--were compared, comparison chlldren -
were found to Score significantly higher than PDC children. This .-
difference indicates that comparison children as _a group werefjudged
over time to be slightly more ''sociable' than PDC children. The
magnitude of the difference was approxlmate]y one- quarter of a

standard deviation. ¥Uifferences between groups did not appear

for any s:ngle odcas:or, nelther Was there any indication of

differences in trends or patterns over time: Visual inspection
R of POCL-2 curves in Flgure 17¢c shows that the largest difference
be tween the two groups occurred during the fall of their Head
Start _years before children had Spent anv s|en|fzca1t amount of

time in the PDC program.

® ERS-? main effect and interaction: CRS- 73 ”Aggre551veness“ scale

ratings were made on three occasions beg:nnlng in the spring of
1976. Lower values on this scale represent judgments that children

are less aggressive. Tests . for linear trends over time_were

s:gnlfucant Aggréésuveness ratings declined for both PDC and
comparison groups over time; but they declined at a faster rate
for the comparison group. The presence of a linear trend is .
also suggested by CRS-2 curves in Figure 17d. This interpretation
of the group effect; however; skould be made cautiously given the

significant group- by site lnteractlon also found:

1-,:'3
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Table 30

Results of Multivariate Analyses of Covariance with
Child Outcome Measures from Fall 1976 through Spring
1979 as Repeated Measures: Sample Tested in English

‘at Entry (Maximum n = 480)1

Group Group-by-
Main Effect
Cver Time

Number of
Occasions

Instrument N

Variables BSM-English 431 -
Measured PIPS 42k
on four _ il o _
Occasions pPOCL-1 356
POCL-2 356 ' p<.05 ' ]
Verbal Fluency 424 p<.05
Variables CRS-1 326
Measured e oL — o< 0
on three e A 356 LA R ey orl - B
Occasions CRS-3 359 | 5<.05
Variables PIAT-Math = | k24
Measured ————— — ~—
on two PIAT-Reading 398 p<.05
Occasions

10nly effects reaching significance at p<.05 are indicated.
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Turnlng to the interaction; within- snte comparxsons of linear

trends indicated that sngn:flcant group differences occurred
only at the Michigan site where ratings of aggressiveness
dec]xned much more rapxdly for the comparison group than for

- the PDC group from Head Start through first grade.

e Verbal Fluency interaction. This finding basically replicates
the findings for questions 3 and h,,'gdlqag'ﬂs that the differences

observed in spring 1979 have existed over time: At the Maryland
site, PDC children have consistently over time scored higher than
comparison children. When scores were summed over all four
occasions of measurement; the dlfference between group means
amounted to .86 of a standard deviation. At the Washington site,
the opposite trend was found: cehbari56h children have consis-
tently scored higher than children in the PDC group. There ths

difference between croup mean tota] scores was :5 of a standard

deviation. The presence of mean differences in Verbal Fluency
at the Maryland and Washington sites since fall of the Head Start
year suggests that these group dlfferences may wel] resu]t from

e CRS-3 interaction. CRS-3 ”Dependency” scale ratings were made on

" taree cccasions beginning in spring 1976. ngher values on this

scale fepresent hlgher levels of dependency. Post hoc analyses

lndlcated that the overall interaction effect resulted from linear

trends dxfferentlatlng PDC and COmparlson groups at two sites--

Connectncut and Flor:da Spec:fxca]]y, at both of these s:tes

in the comparnson group; but little or not at all for the PDC group:

e PIAT-Reading interaction. The PIAT- ﬁead;ng subtest wagfadminiétered
twnge:jat7§9[199 gjndergarten and spring first grade. The group-
by site interaction was found to have two dlmensnons FirSt

sngnlflcantly at two sites: Michigan and Florida. In both sites,

compar i son children outscored PDC children on average across two
occasvons. Second rates of galn from sprlng klndergarten to

o T " groups at three sites. 'In Colorado “PDC children galned ‘more’
from kindergarten to first grade than comparison children; in

California and Michigan; comparison children gained more.

Other Child Impact Analyses

In the,brecedihg section, differences between PDC and comparison
groups on child outcome meahirfor grade 1 were explored Those analyses
of diffeiehtes in central tEhdéhcy are complémehted ih thlS sectnon by

as well as by item-level analyses.
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Distributional ana The dlstrlbutlons of
summary scores for each treatment group were compared for each chlld
outcome measure. The results of these comparisons are summarized in
Tablé 31 Figuréé Bl to B]ﬁ df Appéhdix B portray score distributions

compared by dividing the dlStFlbUthﬂ for the full study sample available
for each outcome measure into units of equal size on the measure, in such
a way thatithere are about ten divisions spannlng the fu]] range of the

ﬁiéééi.ii’é. Fdi’ ih§téhté, the diéti’ibi.itidi‘i df §t6i’é§ ft}i’ tl‘ié g?édé 1 PlAT-

between flve and AB points. Gnce the distributions are divided in this

fashion, the numbers of cases for-each treatment group in each band are

compared by means of a x2 test. |If the distributions show significant
overall dnfferences the bands at whnch such dlfferences occur are iden-
tified through the use of Goodman's intervals test (Gcodman 1965) .

leferences in summary score. dlstrsbutlons between groups were found
for five of . fourteen grade one_child outcome measures: BSM-English,
PIAT-Reading; POEL-2 'Sociability,;" CRS-1 '""Self-Assurance;'" and CRS-2

'"Aggressiveness:'' Differences between distributions for a]] measures are

associated with changes in therlocatlon of central peaks or distribution

modes, rather than changes in range: Thus, differences in distributions
for the BSM-English, PIAT-Reading and POCL measures are associated with
central peaks at slightly higher score levels for comparison than for PDC
children. For the two CRS measures, peaks occur at slightly higher levels’
for PDC than for comparlson groups; although it must not:be f’o’i"g"o’tt'e'n’ '

1eve]s gfifaggfe§§|ve behavnoriﬁiblstrlbutlonal dnfferences are re]atlvéiy
min:r; even though statistical tests show such differences to be significanc.

Anastesfoff4temgle¥el4responsesq | tem-level comparisons of response

frequencnes for PDC _and comparison chlldren were conducted for all child
outcome measures. lefgggnces were found for items from eught measures--the
two PIAT subtests; the BSM-English and BSM”SpgnlshwiMSCA Verbal Fluency,
CRS-1 "Self-Assurance;' CRS-3 'Dependency;'' CRS- -4 "Academic Motivation.'"
Response category differences, not precisely comparabie to item-level

differences; were found for the PIPS:

Analyses of PIAT item- response frequenc:es take into account the
fact that no children were administered all 84 items of either subtest,
since this individually administered measure has defined test-start and
test-end criteria. In the PIAT-Math, 35 items were attempted by at least
ten percent of all children responding; of these, five showed differences

by group. in the percentages of children giving correct responses (see
Table 32). Four of these differences favored the comparison group, while

one favored PDC. The .items included a word problem {no. 18); knowledge . of

the days in the week (no. 19), the ability to tell time (no. 21), a division

10
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Tebile 31

Comparison of Summary
Score Distributions by Treatment Group
for Spring 1979 (Grade 1) Child Outcome

Measures

Score Ranges at

Which Significant,

L Differences

Overall

Difference

BSM-English

P1AT-Read i ng

20:0, 9 d:f.; P

16.7; 8 d.

I i

POCL-2 "Sociability 15.1, 6 d.f.

= 16.0, 9 d.f.;
. likelihood t

CRS-1 "'Self-Assurance'

16:4; 8 d:F.: P

CRS-2 '"Aggressiveness''

| s’;**a*ES***** I'Aé—é**

.019

.033

.068

.038

-2:
-!.
.0

-1

-0.

NERNSC I

3
7

to
to
to

o

to
to
to

-1:7:
-1.0:
-0.

=n.1

o+

: 5P
: P>C

—ro

): C>P

P>C

: P>C

C paaks
higher

Note: Only measures for which distributions differ are included in this table:
PDC, C = Comparison.

In standard deviation units from the overall mean; P

IDistributions are illustrated in Figures BI1-B14 of Appendix B:

-
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Table 32

Item Response Frequencies by Group

| PIAT-Matheratics

Tter
Ttem

___ Brief Description

Total

Responding

18
19
21
29

34

How many pennies in a dime,
nickel and penny? »

How many days in a week?
Which clock shows 8?

How many nickels = 40¢?

Six boys had 5 pennies

each. How many pznnies
altogether?

PIAU=Reading

| _Number

Word Read Total

492
466
386
193

72

% Correct:

PDC

Corip

20
21
22
23
24
25
32

Play 534
Jump L46
Kitten 432
Wagon 503
Fishing 402
Brook Loy

Flour 112

72
74

79
86
60
45
54
32
46

by ;




problem (no. 29) and a multiplication probiem (no. 34). For the last two

items; response levels were Iow and the effects of guess:ng could well be

strong, the items certainly seem well above usual grade one performance
levels. POC cnildren SurpaSsed comparison children in the proportion of
correct responses on item number 29.

In the PIAT-Reading, 28 items were attempted by at least ten percent

of a'l children responding. Of these,; seven showed differences by group

in the percentage of children reSpondung eorrectly (see also Table 32): ;

All differences in items favored the comparison group The ntems all deal 3
w:th readlng words, aﬁd start with the second such |tem of the test:

"slay" (ro. 20), "jump' (no. 21), "kitten' (no. 22), "wagon' (no. 23),
"fishing" (no. 2#) "brook'' {no. 25) and “fiour“ (no 32).

~ Overall analyses identified two sites contributing to central-tendency
differences between groups that could help explain these item-level differences.

One site nad relatively low va ues and no comparison group; and the other

accounted for a significant site-by-treatment interaction (see Tahle 25

in the previous section). Item level analyses for i tems ShOW|ng snOn|f|caﬁt
differences were rejeated, leaving these two sites out. Although differences
between groups _ dlmlnnshed and in fact became nonsignificant for two items,
significant -differences stil! remained for items 21, 22, 23, 24 and 32.

Exghteen reSponses were evaluated in the BSM, and for the Englnsn
ve sion; there were between-group differences on six items: For all six;

rumparnson group children showed higher percentages of responses rated

is correct than did PDC children; differences in the percentages ranged

from five to eight percent. The test items showing differences are listed
in Table 33. Children responding to the BSM-Spanish displayed between- group
differences on two of the eighteen questions; for bothH, PDC children had

higher frequercies of correct responses than did comparison children.

‘ In the MSCA Verbal Fiuehty measure, the task is to name as many objects
of a given type as possible in a fixed span of time. For each of four

noun types (names of persons; animals; things to eat and toys); our analyses
compared the distribution of children in each group by the number of objects
named. The dtstrlbutlons were dlfferent for nanes of persons; more PDC

than comparison group children named none or only one person.

comparison group children: The item ATTEMPTS TO SOLVE SOCIAL PROBLEMS

WITH LiTTLE ADULT ASSISTANCE Showed a difference in respOnse distribution;
wuth PDC chuldren havung a re]atlvely flat distribution, while ratings
for c¢omparison children peak at central values.

Of the two items forming the CRS-3 ''Dependency' scale, |S CONTROLLED
OR INFLUENCED BY OTHERS showed PDOC children to be dnqplayan this behavior
more frequently than comparison group chkildren.

110 -
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Table 33

Item Response Distributions by Group; BSM-English and BSM-Spanish

BSH-English

Item
Number

o  Total #Correct:
Question  Respondizng  PDC Comp _ Exa

{Point to both houses:) - B s .
What are these? 3546 Y -007
) (Peint to doors of both o B - o
8 houses at once:) 546 86 97 .014
And (what are) these? :
(Point to eyes of both’

- red fish:) - iz AP 4G
15 And why do you think their 545 66 72 -049
eyes are open?

16

19a

22

Are the fish wet? Why?

(Point to girl:)
What is the girl doing?
Do you think she's
happy? Why?

(Point to plate:)

What happened to the

king's food?

BS!i-Spanish”

16

24

If he had not taken off
his shoes (pause), what
would have happened to

them? )

'Vhat would have happened

the food?

92

9

74

24

38

74

97

. 81

.048

.045

.02z

;644




Gf three items composnng the CRS- h "Academic Motlvatlon” scale,
the item COMPLETES ASSIGNMENTS showed PDC children displaying this behavior
_re]atnve]y more frequent]y than comparison group chlldren

. Fina]]y; thé PIPS measure tdu1d bé anaiyZéd in*d twenty- %iVé taSR:
relevant response categories; each denoting an alternative strategy for

solving an interpersonal problem:. Mineteen of these categor:es were

mentioned at least once by ten percent or more of the children respondlng

of these nlneteen one showed differences in the number of children in
' each treatment group that mentioned the category at all (AUTHORITY.

REFERENCES, e. £g.5 "' tell my mother and she'll come and take it f rom
you.''; more PDC than comparison children mentioned this strategy at least
once). In two other _categories, the numbers of chu]dren mentioning the -

category did not differ. between groups, but the number of times the strategy

was mentioned was higher for comparison than PDE children for both categorles

(ASK FOR IT; e.g-; '"can | have it?", and TRADE A TOY FOR IT, e:g:, 'I'11

give you this car if you give me the AAWW')

 Summary of item-analysis flndnngs., Only the findings for the PIAT-
Readlng appear to be consistent with other analyses conducted, and to
convey a clear interpretation. Differences in response frequencies for
some PIAT-Reading items favored the comparison over PDC group. These
differences appeared only for some of the items that require children to

correctly pronounce written words of increasing phono]oglc complexity

and decreasing famlllarnty. The difference ldentlfled is small but appears
reliable even after some site-level variation is removed.

) The |nterpretat|on of |tem level dlfferences for the two BSM measures
is less clear. Differences_in_response frequencies are small, and the -
items do not appear particularly difficult for the overall ch:]d population.

-~ - N

Extensive interpretation of these differences is .not justified for three

measures: covaria‘e adjustments for entry level score differences tend

to remove differences in grade one BSM outcomes; the set of items is not
particularly coherent and dlfferences are small.

_ For the remainder of thé instruments, also, extensive interpretation
of differences in item response frequencies appears inappropriate. In
tHe PlATfﬂatH 6n19 thféé df thé fiVé itéﬁi fbr Whith différénté§ ébbéér

these items show little coherence in content: leferences found for the

CRS scales are composed of four items, of which two favor PDC; one appears

to favor the comparison group and one is difficult to interpret. Finally,

response category findings on the PIPS do not.supgort straightforward
interpretations.

-




The various ?ihdihgs discussed in this section on the impact of PDC
on grade one child ocutcomes; have been consolidated. Table 34 summarizes

the child outcome flndungs across the several approaches used to assess

differences in centra] tendency, dlstrlbutlons and item-level responses
for each measure. The findings appear to be replicated with’ fair consis-
tency. |n summary, our asses ment of the lmpact of the PDC program on

to be educatlonally meanlngful __The measures themselves show acceptable
levels of variability between Zhildren for the task of establishing between-

group dlfferences* a]thoagh most of the variation in measures is exp]auned

by wnthln group attrlbutes, the prlnclpal attribute belng site and site-
relatedfeffects. anal]y,rthe alternative analytlc appreaches used
identified the same overall asse§sm\ht findings. The fact that small )
differences can be consistently identified by various approaghesiprovudes
some reassurance that; if there were edugcationally meaningful differences
in domains measured by our instruments; we could detect them.

The Relation of Other Study Mes |
One Child Outcomes, !ndependent of Treatment
B r\
Here we consider, in a preliminary way, the réiat*Qh between variables

in parent and teacher domains of measurement in the PDC ’va1uatibh study s

and VHFI“b]ES in the ch|1d outcome domain: Measurements sprung 1?79 -
ociations ,/;*//

offer the first opportunity in this study to consider the a

between var: ab]es in dlfferent domalns since this is the firyg occasfon
in which data in the parent and teacher domains have been co]]ec{ed

The analyses and f:ndungs presented here must be vnewed as pré\xmlnary
because formal specuf:catlon of a model for relations between various;

PBG doma|n> is stn]] un an ear]y stage of deve]opwent. We s:mp]y do th

in child outcomes measuredgingtheesameeyeai, effects might well be lagged.

Further the ways in thCh assocxatnons between teacher and classroom

chxldren classrooms and teachers are not represented in a balanced way
in the thu]d sample. Thus; for some classrooms there may be eight ch:ldron )
in the Saﬁnle vhile for others. there is on]y one. _For none of the c]ass- \\

or even half of the children.



”*<;;Tébie 34

~

Summary Gf Findings ContrastingPDC and Comparison Groups on Spring

Grade 1 (1979) Child Outcome Measures)- Us:ng Different

Analytic Procedures

Analysisgofgaq;wsled_ljataI
Analysis of | Multivariate Unadjdéféa Distribu- .
Covariance, Aha]ySiS of Analysls Qf tional - ltem
Each Measure| Covariance, Variance ™. Tests Analyses
all Measures|. B "
_ C peaks 6 of 18 items differ
. . P<C P<C slightly all differences P<C
BSM-English i {.13s:d.) (.225.d.) | higher ~. | on % correct. '
o o N 2 of 18 items differ
BSM=Spanish ‘a]] differences P>C
- o on<g correct. _
o - € peaks -7 of 28 items differ
PiAT-Reading _ _P<C_ P<C ~ P<C | slightly all differences P<C
i (.19s5.d.) (.19s.4d.) (.3b4s.d.) HhighengggfgiijLcoLnect.
5 of 35 items differ
PIAT- L differences. P<C
Mathematics - - one P>C on % cocrect
More P than C chind-
MSCA- ren gave zero or one
| Verbal Fluency person names. )
| PIPS
POCL-1:
”Task
Orientation' . B ) _
C peaks
POCL-2: slightly -
”Socxablllty higher o -
CRS-1: P peaks L of 11 items differ
"Self- slightly two favor PDC _and
Assurance'” higher one is difficult to
interpret.
o P_peaks
CRS-2: slightly
""Aggre essiveness" higher
1 of 2 items differ:
CRS-3 P>C _ P>C PDC higher than €
| ipependence'’ ((11s:d:) | -(-18s.d.) on. rated freguency: |
€RS-L: - : 1 of 3 items differ3
iiAcademic - P>C PDC higher than C
Motivation'' (.19s.d.) _ on rated frequency.
Ct-1:
UAttitude to-
ward Teacher' - . ————_»>i5si}l
ci-2:
"Interest in
| Reading" .
lonly for sample tested in English at entry. Data adjusted for effect of 8 covariates:

@
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For these reasons, thlS sectlon and the fo]]ownng one. explore the i
re]atnonshnps between varlables in dlffé ent domains in a highly tentative
way. .The purpose of these two sections i's to document the fact that some
associations between variables in different domains do exist; in order to -

suggest that further, more systematic explaratlon is warranted: Only a

f?@,?f,Eb? ggsslble variables have been used\ in the analyses, ana]ytlc
approaches are de1|berate1y kept simple, in order tu permit direct inter-

pretation to the extent possible. : \

After a brnef dlscusslon of the var|ab1es and ana]ytnc approaches
used we out]lne ‘and discuss associations found between family character-
istics and child outcomes. After that, issues in. the analysis of relations

between teacher-domain and child outcome varlables are outlined,; followed

by a sketch of the associations found between teacher background variables

and chn]d outcomes, and then of associations between teacher outcomes and
child outcomes.

Variables and analytic method. Four Variabies defining family

characteristics were examnned for the:r re]atlon to chlld outcome varlablesi
mother's education, f ily structure (as single-parent
or two-parent families);”and mcther's emplcyment. Thirteen child outcome
variables for spring 1979 (grade 1) were used.

Variable associations were examined through the use of product-moment
correlations and analysis-of-variance approaches. Child outcome variables
were not corrected for initial differences; so that the full analytic
sample could be used in these preliminary analyses:

Parent characteristics and child outcomes: Table 35 summarizes the

.~ relationships found between family characteristics and child outcomes,

. independent of treatment. The most conslstentfpattern of associations )
\occurred between mother's education and the child outcome Véfiéb]és:, twelve
of the fourteen variables showed significant positive associations with the
Nest educational level attained. Correlations were low but statistically

signikficant; ranging from-.12 to .23. When the sample of families was
divided into those with less than high school and high school or better on

mother’ s'educatlonal level, differences between these groups were significant.
The dlrect{on of . dlfferences favored families with higher levels of education:
No conclusion about the relation between maternal education and child ocutcome
above and beysnd the effects usually attributed to social status can be
reached at this\point, however, since education is a component in usual
definitions of social status.

~into those with less than high school and high schoo] or better on

[
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Tébie 35
Relation of Family Gharacterlstncs to Grade 1
Child Outcomes, Disregarding Treatment

{ Family Characteristics
€hild Outcome Mother's Family Annual Family Mother's
Variables _ | Education ) I ncome 7 Structure ~ Employment
- r=:135 r=.182 S
BSM-English 122 (P=.003) 1<2 (P=.010) 1<2 (=.009)
BSH-Spanish |
PIAT-Reading | . [ c180 b r=21g
) 1<2 (P=:0001) 1<2 (P=:0002) 1<2 (P=:005)
PIAT- =217 r=.197 L
Mathematnc= 1<2 (P .0c01) 1<2 (P— 0002) 1<2 (P=.021)
S , r=.189
PIP R o e o
1PS 1<2 (P=:0001) 152 (P=:008)
POCL 1:
"Task r=.138 r=.162 S
Orientation" 1<2 (P=.0002) 1<2 (P= 022) 1>2 (P=.047)
poCL-2: r=2:118
"Sociability" 1<2 (P=.030) -
CRS-1: ]
Sel f- ) r .]3h r=.125 . .
Assurance" 7 1<2 {p=. 006) ]<2 {(p=.020) 1>2 {P=.0001)
POCL-2
Aggres-
snveness _ ]
CRS-3: r=-.140
""Dependence'’ 1 2 (P=.038)
CRS-4: o o
""Academic r=.163 | r=.120 o .
Motivation' | 1<2 (P=.0007) | 1<2 (P=.011) 1>2 (P=.0001)
Cl-1: r; not signifi-
"Attitude to- cant
= ward Teacher''| 1<2 (P=.025)
CI-2: L
"Interest in = .228 Cr =044 o
Réédiﬁg“i B <2 (P=.002) <2 (p= OﬁO) _ 1>2 (P=.008)
Maximam n: | 455 kg 459 459
| Dichotomized 1: less than |[1: Less than 1: single-par- 1: mother
Variable Cate-|{  High School|  $8000.- |  ent family |- employed
gory Descrip- 2: H.S. or 2: $8000:- or | 2: two-parent |2: mother not
tion bétter mofe , family employeq

Note: Table entries are product moment correlation coefficients and direction of
o differences and P levels for F-tests; only entries at X = .05 or lower lavels

IERJ!:‘ are included. : 116
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Seven of the fourteen child outcome variables showed significant

associations with annual family income; another component of social

status. Once.again; correlations were low, and the direction of relation-

shups was as one mnght expect: higher income levels are assoclated with

-more favorable outcomes.

chnld outcomes occurred only for the three outccme measures most cIearIy

related to traditional views of academic progress: the §§§5§Eﬂi§§§ and

the two PIAT subtests. Children from single-parent families did less

well. than chiidren from two-parent families on these three variables.

Interestingly enough hOWever no dlfferences between these two aroups-
appeared on any of the other ~outcomes._ related to other aspects. of socna]

task orientatlon (ﬁéEL-l), or academic motivation (tRS:§, czizé.

variables with mother's_employment. Children in families in which mothers

are employed scored more favorably than children of families in which

mothers are not empIOyed The pattern of outcome var:ables showlng

to that shown for fémlly structure. ac differences appear in the more
traditionally academic-measures; but clear differences on variables
related to interpersonal style (PIPS), task orientation {POCE-1, CRS-17,
or acedemic motivation {Ci-2, CRS-4). The possibility that mother'é

employment is serving as an additisnal indicator of social status in

this sample should not be ignored in considering interpretations of this

findirg:

The Association Between Teacher Background Characteristics, or Teacher

Outcomes; and Child Qutcomes

explorations of relations between teacher and classroom domain measures

and chiid outcomes. However, a number of issues obscure the selection of

the approprlate anits of analysus in crossing from the teacher or classroom
domain to the domain of child measures.

By way of contrast analy§e§ explorlng the assocuatlon between famx]y
characteristics and ch|Id outcomes offer no ambugultv in definition of the
appropriate unit for analysis: for each child in the sample there is one
fémily, and vice versa. For each teacher or classroom; on the other hand,;

there is generally more than one child. Further; the number of children

for each teacher or classroom varies widely (and varies along different

Fénéeé for PDC and comparison groups): This situation poses a number of
issuzs for which resolution is not straightforward: The issues can be
summarized in the following question: to what extent is it-reasonable to
expect that associations between teacher characteristics or outcomes and
child measures can be reliably identified when samples of children for each

teacher are small, of varied sizes and possibly unbalanced7

ii?l
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In spite of the potential problems, it does seem reasonable to assume
that the chundren in the PDC evaluation study sample have been allocated
to their teachers in nonsyStematic ways. In the light of this assumption,
it would seem xortHWHile, as a first épproximétioﬁ to éxpldré WHEther

children by groupf or (2) select subsamples of classrooms with the most

children or with similar distributions of children per classroom might be
expected to show even stronger assoclatlons. ln other words, assessment

ment of children to teachers is warranted. Since the valldlty,of this

— assumption has not yet been tested, associations across these domains; are

highly tencative at this point in the analytic process.

) One further poiht deServes mention. Two alternative approaches are
used to examine _associations between teacher and chnld domauns, using
teachers and using children as the unit of analysis. The child level uses
repeated non-undependent data (the teacher domaln data) and thus over-

The teacher or class level weights each child's score dlfferently, dependlng

on the number of children in a glven classroom. There are clear problems

with both approaches. For the exploratory purposes of this report, both

approaches have been used and findings are presented only when both approaches
agree on the direction and significance of associations:

Variables and analytic methods. Three teacher background characteristics
and nine teacher outcome variables were examined for their association with
child outcome yarlables. The teacher variables are listed below. Defjhitiohs

for these variables are offered !n,V°19T¢,j of the present report Thirteen
child outcome variables for.grade 1 (spring 1979) were examined. :

Teacher background characteristics

e number of years teaching at this school

e educational level P
e teacher gender

e

e frequency of committee or task force participation

extent of parents' edicationai activities in the classroom

e attitude toward |ncreased parent involvement in the classroom

® frequency of use of community resources

I, 7 ;7;)’
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e extent of training in child developrent
e Factor I: program adaptatlon of individual children
e Factor 2: extent of structuring of activities in language

arts and mathematics

® Factor 3: teacher's efforts to involve parents and the horie - in
class activities

Factor 4: extent of individualization of activities in language
arts and mathematics

Variable associations were examined through the use of product-moment

correlatlons, Where appropriate, and analyses of variance. Child outcome
varlables were not corrected for entry-level dlfferences so that all of

For each varnable,assocxatlon examlned separate analyses were conducted
using teachers and thildreh as ‘the analytic unit. We present tﬁe findings

analysis (chlld and teacher) were in agreement as to S|gn|f|cance and

direction: Among the 169 associations examined, there were 10 cases where
the results were inconsistent: in nine of the cases the findings were

significant at the child level but did not reach significance at the
teacher level of analysis.

Teacher background characteristics and child outcomes. Table 36

summarizes the associations found between the three teacher background

variables and grade 1 child outcome measures.

77777 The variable number of years teaching at this school appears to be
negatively associated with teacher ratings of child aggressiveness and
dependence (CRS-2 and CRS-3 scales). Teachers with fewer years teaching
showed a tendency to rate chlldren h gher on tHese two scales. This_
finding might be interpreted as lndxcatvng a degree of teacher bias in the
assessment of children's interactive characteristics in the classroom—-

a bias whose direction changes with experience. No other child outcome
variables based on teacher ratings showed consistent relations with teacher

background characteristics.

Teacher's educat¢0nalglevel,showed a significant association with
both of the scales of the POCL: the POCL-1 ''Task Orientation'' scale and the

POCL- 27”Soc|abllgt ''scale. In bothfcaseb,fteachers with the hnghest

educational levels tended to have children in their classes rated higher
on these scales by the testers. The same pattern of association appeared

. for the Ci-2 "Interest in Reading' scale: teachers with higher educational

levels were linked .to children with higher levels of interest in reading.

O |
[SRN]
[SNY



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Finally, teacher's gender appeared related to levels of interest
in_reading: male teachers were linked toich[ldren with less interest
in reading _than were female teachers. This does not seem to be a site-
specific effect, since the male teachers were spread out over six of the
eleven sites. However,; the small number of male teachers in the sample
(eleven) .adds to the difficulty of interpretation of this finding:

The child outcome variables which show no relationships with teacher
background may be of as much interest as the chnld outcorme varlables Wthh )
do show associations with teacher backgrggnd7 None of the more tradntnonally
""academic'' child outcome variables {the BSM-English and Spanish and the
two PIATs) show consistent associations with the three teacher background

variables examined. Instead; associations are found between teacher

background characteristics and task-related and interpersonal competence

assessments.

are statnstncal]y sngnuf:cant at the @ = 05 Ievel or better--much better
results than those one might expect at random. Table 36 presents these

resalts: These findings are encohraglng, since they are based on two

separate (but not independent analyses in each case; and since there is

reason to believe that the degree of association found is a highly con-

servative estimate of the relation that might actually exist: It appears

worthwhile to continue to examine the possible relatlonshlps between
teacher background characteristics and child outcomes.

Teacher outcomes and 'chiiaburc'oméé., Table 3? summnarizes ché

they are few and somewhat scattered.

Interviewers' ratings of the extentgtcgwhichgteachersipeLmltted o
parents to undertake educational dctivities in thegclassroom,1‘§ opposedvto
inviting them only for routine parent conferences) was positively asso-
ciated with scores on the BSM- Sgannsh in spite of the fact that the
sample of children who took the BSM in Spanish (and of their teachers) 7
was qu:te small: 82 children, and 22 teachers. This measure of teachers'

behaviors with regard to parént involvement was not consistently associated

with any other child outcome.

~ The rated extent of teacher structuring of activities in language arts
and mathematics was associated with student scores on the BSM-English:
Teachers who were rated by the observers as providing relstively more
child=centered activities or as structuring a heterocgeneous mix of activities
for these areas had children with higher BSM-English scores than did teachers

with a more teacher-centered; homogeneous approach.

A second composite measure derived from the Teacher Intérview global

ratings, the extent of teachers' efforts to adapt the educational program
to the needs of individual children, showed significant associations with

1;-
iU
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Table 36
Relation of Teacher Background Characteristics to
Grade 1 Child Outcomes, Disregarding Treatment

Teacher Background Characteristics
Child Outcome ~ Number of Years Educational Teacher
| Variables Teaching at Their School Level Gender
BSﬁ-éng]nsh
BSM-Spanish
PIAT-Reading
PIAT-

Pisrizz B
Mathematics =
PIPS
POCL-1: 7
"Task T: 1,2<3 (P=:029)
| Orientation" C: 1 2<3 (P=.010)

POCL-2: T: 1<2;3 (P=.0L0)
“Socijability'. Sl > ; =:017
CRS-1:
"Self-Assurance' | L
CRS-2: T: 1>2 (P=.002) ’
“Aggress+venessggfgmﬁ;,,152 (P=.0004) - g
€RS-3: T: 152 (P=.010)
! ence!' C: 1>2 (P‘.OOO]) ‘ S - o
CRS=4:
“Academic
_Motivation" 4
Cl-] )
UAttitude toward
| Teacher' - L
N , i
A,Réédiﬁéﬁ ) C: 1, 2<3 (F“ 011) C: 1<2 (p=:0C04)

7 : 159 481 161 497 161 496
Maximum n: Teacher- Child- Teacher- Child- Teacher- Chl]d-
i level - level | level level level level
Variable Category 1: five or fewer years 1: L-year college 1: male.
Descriptions: 2: six Oor more years ~ degree or less 2: female

2: credit toward M:A:
- _ 3: M.A. or better o

Note: Table entries are the direction of differences and P levels for t or F tests;

only entries at X =_.05 or lower levels on both analyses ‘using teachers and

chTT&%éé;as dnits of analysis are included. T = teacher-level; ¢ = chijld-level.




Table 37

Child Outcomes, Disregarding Treatment

Teacher Outcome Variables
- Parents' Educational  Factor 1: Program  Factor 2: Structuring
Child Activities in the Adaptation to - of LéﬁéﬁégérA?tS and

Outcome Variables Classroom _Individual €hildren Math Activities |
BSM-English ER —————
|

BSM-Spanish ' T: 1,2,3 (P=.036)

C: 1<2<3 (P=.0004)

PIAT-Reading

PIAT-
Mathematics
MS CA= :

PIPS

POCL- 1

"Task |

Orientation | I

POCL-2:

| "sociability"
ERS-1:

CRS-2:
''"Aggressiveness''
CRS-3: .
'"Dependence'’
CRS-4: _
""Academic T: 1,3
| _Motivation" | ] EB: I<
Ci=1:
"Attitude to-
ward Teacher' - e e
Ci-2: . ’
"Interest in
Reading"

o 159 489" 162 497 162 hg7
Maximum n: Teacher- Child- Teacher- Child- Teacher- Child-
level level level level level level .

Variable 1: nons of the parents | 1: low individual- 1: teacher-centered,
Category 2: some , ization homog . ) ‘
Descriptions: 3: most of the parents , I ,
3: high individual- | 3: child-centered,
ization heterog.

Note: Table entries are the direction of differences and P levels for F tests; only
entries for which o = .05 or lower leveis on both analyses using teacher and
children as analytic units are included. T = teacher-level, C = child-level.
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two ratings of the children by teachers: the €RS-1 "Self-Assurance'
' scale and the CRS-4 '"Academic Motivation' scale. These associations occur
between two dnffereht assessments obtauned from the same source (the
teacher}. The implication is that those teachers who saw themselves as
trying the most to adapt their educational efforts to individual needs

were also the ones who rated their ch:ldren highest on personal and

academic ccmpetencles. ;

Slx other teacher outcome varlables showed no consistent association

wnth chnld outcomes . The;e teacher outcome. varnables are i frequencygoi

rhyolvement in the classroom,,fr equency of use of communi ty resources,,
efforts to involve oarehts and_the home ‘n c]a§§ activitiéi, ihdividuali-

4ncch41d4deyelopmept

Only four associations were-consistently identified, as Table 37 shows;

out of 117 possiblé associations. Although this number of associations
could be Found by chahre, |t lS |moortant to remember that we are usnng

associations identified are restricted to only three teacher outcome

variables. The number becomes more encouraging when we consider that four

assocnatlons are significant for 39 tests on three teacher outcome variables.

The Interactiosn of Other Study Measures with
Treatment in Relation to Grade 1 Outcomes
for Children

differences in grade ] fhlld outcomes? This question breaks down |nto two
separate questions:

educational treatment ahd,paréht background, teacher background

or teacher outcome variables?

Do these other measures help account for treatment-related

differences in child outcome measures, or are their contributions

to ch:ld outcome measures separate from the effects of treatment?

In realuty, these two questlons are not separate. if there are ro

interactions between ediucational treatment and the other study measures;

then it is likely that the contributions oi educational treatment and the

other measures to explaining variation in child outcomes will be separate:

The secOnd que;tnon is includea because thé possibility 2iso exists that;
after other study measures have accounted for variation in child outcomes,

=
e XY
o
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there wull be no remannung effect of treatmentJ If thns is the case,
we will have to look for relationships from equcatnona] treatment to
other study measures and then to child outcomés.

. . Wy
L o
As noted earlier, the analyses, conducted to explore associations

between educational treatment, other study measures in the family and

teacher domains, and child outcomes are preliminary. The process of
construction of an analytic model is still :in its early stages; oniy
cross- sectuonal data across domalns are ovallable, and the sample of
classrooms and teachers i5 not balanced with regard to the sample of
families and children. The purpose of these analyses is to document the
extent to which interactions occur and to identify analytic problems; to
form a basis for further work:

Analytic methods: To examine the first question, the Eregence of

unteractlons between educatlcna] treatment and other study measures in
relation to child outcomes, we dichotomized the predictor variables,
treated dummy variables to represent them, and created dummy variables to
represent the interaction between treatment and each other prednctor. We
then contrasted restricted and unrestricted regre55|on models,; in which
p-edncted scores on each child outcome measure are used as dependent

mode fo;feachfof the child outcome measures: Other study measures were
entered first in these regression equations, and then the additional
contribution of educational treatment was examined. :

for this section: chlld outcome measures; family background character-

istics, teacher background cﬁafactéfiéticg and teacher outcomes. Only

those variable pairs for which Slgnlflcant univariate relaticnships with

child outcomes were identified in previous sections were used in analyses.

While interactions might be found where there are no main effects, both

the anticipated d|ff|cult|es in interpretation and the exploratory,
preliminary nature of these analyses iead us to decide to restructure these
analyses to an examination of interactions only where one or both of the

main effects (either treatment or the other study measures) have been

previously identified. The child outcome variables used include the thirteen

child outcome measures used in the orevious section:

BSM-English and BSM-Spanish = S
PIPS ‘
PIAT-Mathematics and PlAT-Reading

POCL-1 and POCL- 2 scales
Cl-1_and._ CI-Z scales o
CRS-1, CRS-2, CRS-3 and CRS- b scales

124
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Four family background characteristics include:.

mother's educational level
annual family income _
family structure (as snngle—parent or two-parent families)

mother's employment

Teacher background charaCternst|CS include:
nurber of years teaching at the school
teacher's educational level

teacher gender

.
.

And the teacher outcome variables are:

i ;
e extent to which parents are allowed to undertake educational
© activities in the classroom
@ program adaptation to individual children
e sStructuring of actIV|t|es in 1anguage arts and mathematics

Child Qutcomes

A total of sixty-three variable pairs were-examined for interaction
with treatment. Three interactions were |dent|f|ed Slnce this is the

‘number of interactions_ that would have been identified by.chance if there

ﬂere only random associations (U§ihg o = 0)) and since the interactions

summary manner. An interaction occurs between. educatlonal treatment and

mother's educational level in the PIAT-Reading, but dlsappears if the

Georgia site: (which has low scores and no comparison group, and can

rzasonably be interpreted as a site-specific effect) is removed: educa-

tional treatment and mother's emplayment with relation to the C1-2 "Interest

in Reading' scale; and educational treatment and structuring of activities

in language arts and mathematics in relation :to tne CRS-3 ''Dependence'’

scale:

have SIinflcant |nteract|ons WIth educational treatment in accountnng

for veriation in child outcomes, because of the few and widely scattered

interactions obtained for all those examined.

Additional Contributions of Educational Treatment to Child Outcomes; Over

and Above the Contributions of Other Stiudy Measiires

In light of the explorztcry nature and the comp]exnty of these analyses,

sequential multiple regressions were conducted only for the P1AT- -Reading and

BSM- Engllsh measures. These child outcome variables were approximately of

150
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treatment persusted.

Family backgrcund characteristics were the first group of variables

used as predictors. As expected they explained S|gn|fxcant proportlons

of outcome measure variance: Dummy variables for site effects then explained
addltlonal amounts of variance. Teacher outcome varlables were then added,
fol lowed by,educatlonal treatment. Variables from each of these groups
made significant additional contributions. An example of such a regression
equatlon sequence is shown ir Table 38, which illustrates that both teacher

outcomes and edacational fre tment make separate additional contributions

to explaining variation in the grade one PlIAT-Reading, after the effects

of site aad family backgrounz zre removed. If this finding is confirmed,

it would suggest that these particuiar changes in teacher characteristics
are not the ones contrlbutlhg to educatlona‘ treatment dlfferences. However,

Loy
C

Moo
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Table 38

Results of Stepwise Multiple Regressions on
Grade 1 PIAT-Reading Scores (if=329)

RZ After Additional Contribution

Variable Sets Inclusion F . p

1. Parent Background’ 06 11.03 -0001
(2 var.): Mother's
Education and Family
I ncome

2. Site (3 dummy variables) .10 3.03 :026

3. Teacher-level Outcomes 214 3.65 -007

(4 dummy variables)

L. Educationai Treatment 7 11.10 .001
(1 variable)

Notes: Data for Georgia site are excliuded. o ) ) B
The order of variable sets in the table reflects the order of
incluision in SuccessSive regression equations, in which variable
sets appearing earlier are fixed.

0 12775
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\\iUMMARY: CHILD OUTCOMES AT FIRST GRADE

The organlzatlon of this chapter parallels that of Chapter V. PDC's
lmpact on child outcomé measures is examined first; succeeding Sections
examine the study's flnd\ng on the relation of measures across domains _
independent of educationak treatment; and the extent to which other vari-
ables modify the relations hetween educational treatment and child outcomes.

A final statement édﬁﬁé?liég\;gé findings in general terms and analyzes

ata collection and analysis:

their implications for futur

N
N

PDC'5 lmpact on Child Outcome Measiures

\,
\-

N,
The ana]ytlc approach to child o: ‘tcome measures involved a sequence ..

of three questions, each of which was almed at a different type of overall

comparison of test scores for Chlldren in the PDE program with children in
the comparison groups. The questions were: \\

Question 3: Cbnszderzng outeome varzableé\one at a time, are
PDC and comparison children dzf?érent from one
another at the end of first grade (spring 1979)7
In particular; are there group main effects or

group-by-site interactions? X

Question 4: Considering all outcome variables szﬁ&}tgnggugig,
' are PDC and comparison children differeqt at the
énd of first grade (spring 1978)7 In pavticular,

18 there a group main effect or group- by-'zue

interactions? \

Question 5: Considering all oceasions of measuvement of eagh
child outcome variable from fall 1979 through

svrzng 1979, ave there trends and patterns over -

time in group dif fferences or group-by-site znter-\\
actions? N\

Analytic methods used for each of these questions are discussed in detai]
in Chapter V. Findings are summarized below for each |nstrument.7 The ,\7

summarization is restricted to analyses for the sample tested in English. N

The samp]e of children tested at some times in Spanish was analyzed i N\

separately, but Complete ana]yses cannot be reported due to problems in

interpretation associated with reduced sample size and gross imbalances
in distribution across sites:

129 ;13
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Summary of Findings for Child Outcome Measures

\

Peabody Individual Achievement Test-Reading: A §k§ﬁi?iéénf main effect
favoring the comparison group was found in analyses of grade 1 scores for

the several outcome variables separately (question 3) and for the outcome
variables cons:dered together (guestion 4). Theﬁmagnltude of the effect

was approximately ]97of a standard deylatlon. When the low scoring PDC
sample from the Georgia Site; which had no comparison group; was removed
from the analytic design. for the separate analyses for each outcome variable

(QUEétidh 3), the overall difference between groups disappeared: No group

effect was found in the analyses of trends in outcome variables over time
(question 5):

Significant group-by-site lnteractlons were found in é”éiy es for all
three questions relating to child outcomes. |n each case, post hoc tests

: xndlcated that the Michigan site's comparison group had a significantly
higher mean P1AT-Reading score than the PDC group. Post hoc ana]yses of
the interaction of trends in outcome variables over time (question 5)

further indicated:

e a main effect over two occasions favoring the comparison
group in Florida,

higher rates of gain from spring kindergarten to Spring
first grade by comparison groups in both Michigan and
California, and

e a higher rate of gain from kindergarten to first grade by

the PDE group in Colorado:

Hctarthigﬁcai°s and Children's Abilities-Verbal Fiuehqg, §ighif§téht

higher in Washington.

Bilingual Syntax Measure-English. A significant effect favoring the
comparison group was found in analyses (question 4) with all outcome variables
considered together: The magnitude of the effect was small--.13 of a standard
deviation.

 Child Rating Scale-2 "Agressiveness'' scale. A significant affect over
time favoring the comparison group was found in question 5 analyses; trends

in outcome variables over time. Post hoc analyses of a significant group-

by-site interaction for this measure revealed a significant site-level

difference only in Michigan. The magnitude of the effect was small--.15

of a standard deviation:
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Child Rating Scale-3 ''Dependence'' scale. A 5|cn|f|cant effect

favoring the comparison group was found in questicn 4 analyses, with all

outcome variables considered together: The magnitude of the effect was
small--.11 of a standard deviation: A sngniflcant group-by-site inter-
action was found in question 5 analyses trends in outcome variables over
time; revealing a trend ovéer time that favored the comparison groups in

Florida and Connecticut.

outcome varlab]es cons:dered togethed. The magnltude of the effect was

o Pug}I Observation Checklist-2 "'Sociability' scale. A significant
effect over time favor:ng the comparison group was_found in question 5
analyses; trends in outcome variables over time. Differences between

groups: did not reach statistical s:gn:fncance at any single point in time.

The magnitude of the difference was relatively small--.25 of a standard
deviation:

Spr:ng 1979 outcome profile. Question 4 analyses, which considered
all spring 1979 measures simultaneously, indicated that outcome profi]es

for the two groups were significantly different. Differences for particular

measures, however, were inconsistent in their direction and so small

(cf: the estimated magnitudes of effects described above) as to be of

dubious educational consequence:

Interpretation of Child Impact Findings

Our xnterpretatxon of the f:ndlngs for child outcome measures through

the cohort's first grade {spring 1979) is as follows. First, the set of

medasures appears overall to have met the psychometric. standards establlsheu

for the child outcome battery- it also appears to be identifying variation

among children: The bulk of such variation, however; appears associated

with differences between sites and within groups, rather than being

associated with differences betWeen PDC and c0mpar|son treatment groups.

Second; the analytlc approaches used in this report seem appropr:ate for

the task of identifying differences between PDC and comparison groups;
since they provide fair consistency in their findings across a variety of
appr oaches. Thlrd, the ana]yses carr:ed out dlscr:mlnate between treatment

end of first grade are too small to be educat:ona]ly meannngfu] On the
basis of these findings, it is our sense that if there were educationally

mean:ngfu] dif ferences between PDC and comparison children within the scope

of the outcomes measured, our analytic procedures would be adequate to
identify them.
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On the basis of our analyses of nmpact on child outcome measures for

grade one we conclude, therefore, that there are no significant, educatlonaily
interpretable differences overall between PDC and ccmparison groups of
children: _

Some dufferences at the level of lndnvxdual sxtes do appear between

PDC and comparison groups. Slte-level analyses and flno|n95’ however, are

not appropriately conducted with the same techniques used for overall,

across-site child outcome measure anaiyses. Covariate adjustments that

appropriately correct for initial overall entry-level differences may leave

large entry-level dlfferences betweEn ‘groups at particular sites, nd thesSe

residual differences may in turn be affecting site-level outcome differences

betWeen treatment groups. As data analyses at grades 2 and 3 a-e conducted
we intend to consider site-level phenomena in greater depth; utilizing
procedures spec:f:cally tailored to site-specific analyses.

_ The issue of snte-specnf:c effects and their connection to entry-level

differences is related; in its implications; to another finding in this

volume: that the samp]es of PDC and comparison chxldren available for

testnng in Sprlng 1979 are no longer fully comparacle. PDC chHildren were
found to have lower entry-level test scores_than comparison children.
Univariate analyses revealed significant differences on two entry-level
tests; multivariate analyses indicated that entry-level test score profiles

were different for _the two groups. ' Though these differences were not large;

they consistently favored the comparison group: No group differences

appeared on demograph:c variables: The issue of the chang:ng comparablllty

of PDC and comparnson members of the study cohort wnll be a specuf:c focus

understand how it happened:

ft is the lack of comparability of PDC and comparlson grade one groups
of children on entry-level test data that made covariance-based adjustments
necessary for between group comparnsons on grade one ch:ld outcomes.

fncrease th‘2 complexxty of unterpretatxon of site- spec:flc effects. The

approach of conductung separate site- specnflc adJustments for each site

{which amounts to treating each site as a- separate replucatunn of the PDC

expernence) has xts own drawbacks The advusablllty of such an approach
will be examined in reference to future analyses. -

The Relation of Other Study Measures to Grade |
Outcomes, Regardless of Treatment

Prelnmlnary analyses were conducted to assess the presence and extent
of relations between child outcome measures and varnables measuring aspects
of family background, teacher background and teacher attitudes and behaviors
potentizlly interpretable as program ‘'outcomes.' These analyses are viewed

1.5
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as prélimihéry becéUée ‘they are béééd oh only one yéar s data, Becadée

tions about the aBSroprlate unlts for cross-domain analyses.r The flnd:ngs

—from these analyses document the fact that cross-domain relationships can
be identified for the study data base and that more Systematic consideration

of these relatlonshlps would be worthwhile.

Summary of Findings

Family background and child outcomes. Family characteristics show

consistent and positive associations with grade one child outcome measures.
The broadest range of such associations occurs for mother's education and

family income. Higher levels of mother's education and family income are
associated with higher scores on several of the chx]d outcome measures.

The correlations were low but consistent and significant. These findings

replicate the usuaily 1dent|f1ed relationship between soc|a| status and

achievement; since mother's education and familv income are components in

the usual definitions of social status. The family structure variable

(wh ch dlStlthnshes between s:ng]e-parent anc two-parent families) shows
children of two-parent families scoring higher than children of single-
parent families on the more trad!tuonallyiﬂacademlc“ child outcome measures
Such as the PIAT-Math, PIAT-Reading and BSM-English. The variable mother's
employment shows children of families in which the mother is émployed
écorino higher than children in féhiliés in WHich the mother is not employed;

in Reading," EBSAJAESElfAASSDIBDCEf“ and

 Teacher background and child outcomes. Perhaps the most notable
flndlng of association between these two study domains is a negative one:
none of the more tradltlonally ”academuc“ of the ch|1d outcome measures

to teacher background variables. Instead; measures of teacher background

show relationships with child outcomes related to task and interpersonal

competencies. Thus, the variable number of years of teaching at this school

is re]ated negat:vely to CRS 2 ”Aggre551veness“ T&lth the teachers wnth the

way to CRS 3 “Dependence " The teacher's educational level |sfre1ated )
positively to ratings of students on the POCL-1 '"Task Orientation' and the
POCL-2 "'Sociability," and to the CI-2 "Interest in Reading."

Teacher outcomes and child o&tcoﬁes:77Theifhserxer7§7rat|ngiof the

teacher's extent of stroctuoring in langoage arts in mathematics activities

in the classroom is associated with stuodent scores on the BSM=English:
Tezchers with children with higher scores on this measure tended to be:
those who were rated as prov;dsng rela :ve]y more ch|1d centered actlvlt:es

prOV|d|ng a more teacher centered, homogeneous approach.

oo



A second composite measure derived frOm the Teacher Interview global

ratxngs the extent of teachers' efforts to adapt the educational program
to_the needs of individual children; showed significant aSSOCIatxonS with
two -ratings of the children by teachers: the CRS 'S¢ urance' scale
and the CRS-4 "Academic Motivation' sca!e. ance these reIat:onshlps occur
between two different assessients obtaxned from the same source (the teacher)
the mnllcatlon is that those teachers who saw themselves as _trying the
kardedr .ro adapt thexr,educatnonal efforts to individual child needs were

"~n the .nes who vated their children nighest on these competencies.

Interp Gtation of Variable Associations Independent of Treatment

Assoc:atjons between family background variables and child outcomes

are not new or surprnsnng perhaps their most useful purpose will be for

the isolation of social status-reiated components of child outcome measure
variation: The fact that different aspects of child outcome are tapped by
the two measures of famlly structure and mother's employment suggests the

importancé of an inspection of the interaction of these two variables with

each other.

For the assessments of associations between teacher-domain and child

outcome variables; perhaps the most sxgruF:cant statement that can be

made at this poxnt in the ana]ysxs sequence is that some relatlonshxps

were found: Teacher background and outcome variables seem to be associated
mostly with the less traditionaliy ‘'academic'’ outcome measures, and in
particular to bear some relation to teachers' ratings of their children:

The interaction of Educational Treatment and Other

Study Measures with Child Outcomes

The research questlon that sparked the anaiyses undertaken for this
section was: to what extent du other study variables modify the relation
between educational treatment and ch!ld”outCOmes at grade one?“ Our hxgh]y
preliminary answer to this question is ''mot much.'' While there are at_
best weak effects of treatment on the child outcome variables at the first

grade level, :here do not appear to be interactions between ecducational

treatment and variables in the parent and teacher domains; in relation tc

ch:]d outcome measures. Additional exploratory analyses xere carried out

of the contributions of educational treatment to the explanation of vari-
atien in chuld outcoies over and above the contrubut:ons cf family back-
ground variables, between-site differences and teacher outcomes: These
analyses seem to indicate that the effects of the educational treatment
are not confounded with variatles used from these domains of family back-
ground between-site differences, and teacher outcomes. If pathways between

educational treatment and child outcome are to be sought; they .nust be

souqht elsewhere: &f course, many available pathways have not been

explored: variables from dx‘Ferent points in time; other variables from

1.,
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tHe teacher and parent domalns (:ncludlng parent ”outcomes“ not explored

in current analyses); and a number of variables representing data collected
on the classrooms through direct observation. Most significantly, a model

of the sequence of impact of PDC, sufficiently detailed to allow for speci-
fication of analyses; still remains to be fully developed. The few findings

reported in these preliminary analyses indicate that such a model is required

if the large variety of fxndlncs from the many domains that form the PDC
study are to be formed into a coherent whole:

At the conclusion of the grade one year of schooiing for the evaluation
cohort; the evaluation findings for child outcomes are mixed. There are no

éddtétionally meaningful and consistent differences between PDC and cori-

parison students on the child outcome measures. There are some differences

berﬂeen famlly background teacher background and tééthér;outcomé variables

parison) over and above other varnab]es in explaining differences in child

outcomes iS not c]ear _ However, the number of potentlal relatlonshxps

among study variables in any one year of ‘schooling of the evaluation cohort,
the additional complexity of the longitudinal analyses, the differential
effects on PDE and comparison samples of loss of students to the longitudinal
evaluation; and the technical analysis problems (such as unit of analysis

questlons) indicate the need for carefu! consideration of the possible

evaluation ftndlngs in the form of the development of one or more mcdels

of possible relationships between PDC impacts. The model described in

Chapter !l is the first step in that development: As details of the model
are ndentlfled analyses will be specified and conducted with the longitudinal

data set from the evaluation of Project Developmental Continuity:

a
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APPENDIX A

S Child Development Measures

I S
Purpose—of Measures
\*\7\7
~
Dur:ng the course of the PDC evaluatlon a variety of\chnld measures

have been selected and/or developed to assess program effects in-the key
domains of chu]dren s behavnor and development ~The orngnnal battery o

responsnve to the expectations of pub]gc schools. Before describing these

changes and the rationale for them, this Section summarizes the purposes )
underlying the original battery {a more detailed description of the rationale

for the original battery may be found in Interim Report 1!, Part B, 13975).

The Original Ba:itery

~ The measures administered in Fall 1976 were selected according to a
number of criteria. These included (1) practical considerations (e:g:,
available for use in Fall 1975, appropriste for administration by trained
paraprofessionals; reasonable testing time); (2) psychometric qualities

(e:g:; validity, stabllnty and internal cons:stency, representativeness

of the standardization sample); (3) relevance to PDC (appropriate_age

range, Spanish adaptation avallable relevant to program goais, likely to

demonstrate program effects); and (h) past use (i.e., used in previous

Rational evaluations or large-scale studies). |In addition, one of the

major goals of the evaluation durlng 1974-75 was to be sensitive to
children's '"'social competence.' Consequently; several sources were reviewed
for guidance on'defining and measuring social competence. These included
the Office of Ehild Bevelopment s 1972 statement (i.e., "an individual's

rYday effectiveness in dealing with his environment..."): the discussion

of 29 competercies by Anderson and Messick {(1974) ; reviews of the Rand

Corporation for its design of a national evaluation of Head Start (Raizen

& Bobrow, 1974); and research on social-emotional behavior by White and
watts 11973) and Ggilvie and Shapiro (1973). An attempt was also msde to

take PDC program goals into consideration by polling PDC staff regarding
their expectations for children.

- Over a two year perlod the initial battery of 17 tests, two observation
instruments and two rat|ng scales {plus measures of height and weight) were

modified so that by spring of the test cohort children's Head Start year




the battery consisted of five tests of cognitive or language development;

four measures of social-emotional development (one test, two rating scales
and a child observation system); one psychomotor measure and measures of
height and weight. Changes in the battery over time were based on assess-
ments of §ix criteria at each testing point: internal consistency
reliability, validity, sensitivity to change; relevance to "'social compe-

tence;'' suitability for use in the higher grades and ease of administration.

The Spring 197S Battery -

 Aithough the original measures were selected with some attention to
their continued suitability as children became older; the main emphasis
< ~was on their use in Head Start. One of the chief concerns in program
~—_ evaluations at the elementary school level is school achievement, however,
\;@Qjch;qu course,; was not represented in the PDC Head Start level battery.
Thuss~for Spring 1978 testing; when the test cohort was in kindergarten,
an achievs test was added to tne original measures: The rast of the
battery remained s+milar to the Head Start battery. At the first grade
level (Spring 1979) se | additional modifications of the battery were
made. These inclqded,éddiﬁg\ifffﬁi ratincs of children's progress in
school and attitudes toward school; adding a child interview to tap child-
Fen's attitudes toward their teachers and teward reading; adding an
additional scale to the Child Rating Scale to tap-academic motivation;

recording attendance; retention in grade, special education placement; and
extent of mainstreaming; and deleting -the child observation system, arm.
coordination, verbal memory and draw-a-child. The rationale for each of

these changes is presented here, following a discussion of the basic frame=
work adopted for the Spring 127¢ battery.
During the first phase of the PDC evaluation, child measures were

classified as social-emotional, psychomotor, and cogni tive-language. In
- Aaall quag

preparation for the current phase, considerable discussion took place
between High/Scope and ACYF staff regarding the domains that should be

represented in the chiid pattery. These discussions were necessary because,
although there has been considerable research and evaluation at the Head

Start level, there are few precedents for studies that follow Head Start
children into the elementary grades. The classifications of measures usec
in three avaluations were reviewed (see Figure 1) and found to represent

very different patterns of organization. But in discussions of -domains
severa: themes continually emerged. First, in a program concerned with
enhancing childrén's effectiveness in schcol; some measure of school
achievement m <t be included; reyardless of the shortcomings of typical
standardized achievemerit tests, these tests represent politically impor=
tant criteria ior programs such as PDC. Second, ACYF and High/Scope are.
interested in going beyond the politically impoitant criteria and selecting
measires that are important from a program perspective. Thus, in the
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Domaics and Measutes. Included in Head Start and
Follaw Through Evaluations Where Elementary
Schoo Children ere Tested

Follow Through Evaluation Home Start Follow-up Study Head Start Transition Study
(Stebbins, et al., 1977) - | (A6t & Hign/Scope) (Royster, et al., 1978)
Basic Skills Schoo Achievenent Academic Achievement
Hord knowledge (WAT) Mathematics (PIAT) Reading (HRAT)
Spelling (MAT) Reading Recognition (PIAT) Spelling (WRAT)
Lanquage (MT) ' Nimbers (WRAT) .
Math Computation (WAT) Social-Enotional Acadenic potential (Schaefer)

s Sel f-concept (Stephens-Delys) i
Cognitive-Conceptual Attitude torard peers (PSAS) PrOSOCja1 Adap§1ye Beha\1ors
Reading (MAT) Attitide toward schiool (PSAS) Sociability (Values Inventory
Math Concepts (MAT) kititude toward family {PSAS) for Children)_
Math Problen-Sotving (MW7) Social prob]em-sa1v1ng (P1PS) Conformity (VIC) o
Nonverbal Problen-Solving {Ravens) Task orientation {POCE) Friends named (Ehild Interview)
- | Sociability (POCL) ~ Extroversion (Schaefer)
Affective-Cognitive Popularity (Schaefer)
> Self-Esteen (Coopersmith) Seciabiity (PCL)
tgigfegmgﬁgthlpmﬁ} }ff;ua] Unsocial, Regressive Behaviors
Scale [+,-1) Asocial (VIC)
Me First (VIC) -
Aggression (Beller Ratig Scales)
Hostility (Schaefer)

Motivational Orientatio

Keademic motivation (VIC)

Absence from school (records) .

Task orientation (Schaefer)

Autonomqus achievement ;
striving (Beller)

Test orientation (POCL)

Dependency Belaviors

‘  Clasenéss fo adalts (VK
[ : Child dependency (Be!
vo - Adult dependency (Be}

V

"

1
Dependency tonf11ct B

)
er)
o)
el1er)
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domain we call "academic skn]]s and abilities" measures of cognitive and

language development are included. Also because of program emphasis,; a

range of measures in the domain that's commonly referred to as social-

emotional or affective are included: For the purpose of PDC, we divided
this area into social-emotional development and learning attltudes because
of increasing awareness of the importance of attitudes and motivation as
concomitants of achievement and general social ccmpetence. In recognition
of the importance of the growing child's physical well-being; some
measures df health and nutritidn are intludEd Fina]]y, the classroom

opportunity to obtain indices of children's classroom behavior: Fugure 2

lists the measures osed at first grade organized by the four domains

discussed above:

academic skills and abilities;
social emotnona] development and 1earn|ng attltudes
health and nutrition; and

zlassroom behavicr:

20N -
—t N et e’ ©

Descriptions ~f eack of these measures are presented next. It should be

noted, how: -, that these .~3asures d~ not constitute a complete ”mapplng

of these gomains since additional ~zasures are planned for use at the
second and *hird grade.

Descriptions of keasures

Measures of Academic Skills and Abilities

The seven measures of academic skills and cognitive-language abilities
1|sted in Figure 2 are obtained from three tests, from the Parent Interview
and from school records.

PIAT Word Recognition. The Word Reedgniﬁﬁdn”$ubﬁeép,§%7tné”?éebddyi

k:ndéfééffén level in spring and Was continued in 1979 Six standard

reading tests and several individually administered oral reading tests

were considered before arriving at this decision:! The selection process
was focused on 'reading achievement' in general, so this discussion
reviews the considerations involved in deciding upon tests to use from
kindergarten through third grade, focusing on reading recognltnon at early

grades and reading comprehension at second and third grades.

1Two w:de]y used tests were not revuewed because they weie considered in-
appropriate: the lowa Test of Basic_ Skills starts at too high a level--
grade 3; the Wide Range Achnevement Test cons:st; on Y. of a 1|st of words

R
S
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Figure 2

POC First Grade Child Measurement Battery

 Type of Measire!

Domain and Construct

Inter-

_Test . yiew

Teacher
Rating

Tester Parent " Obser-

Rating Rating Records  vation

ACADEMIC SKILLS AND ABILITIES
Reading Recognition
Mathematics
Verbal Fluency
Syntactic Development

Progress in School
Setention in Grade
~ Special Education Placement

SOCIAL-EMOT1ONAL DEVELOPMENT
Social ProblensSolving
 Attitude Toward Teacher
Sel f-Assurance
Aggress veness

Dependence
Sociability |

LEARNING ATTITUDES
Attitude Toward Reading
Academic Motivation
Task Orientation

Attitude Toward School |

PIAT
PIAT

Wt
BSM-English
BSH-Spani sh

PIPS

Cl

o

(RS-

J
Records
Records

ey to neasires: PIAT: Peabody Individual Achievenent Test

MSEA: McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities

BSM: Bilingual Syntax Measire

Pl: Parent

Intervigw

PIPS: Preschool Interpersonal Problen Solving Test
C1: Child Interview
(CRS: Child Rating Scale

POCL:
FO:
CAR:

145
vV

Pupil Observation Checklist
Focused Observation
Classroom Activities Record

(cont i ned)



\
\ o
\\ | | Figure 2
\ (cont inued)
\ _ __Type of teasure! )
\ ] Inter-  Teacher Tester Parent Obser-
v Domain and Construct Test yiew _ Rating Rating Rating Records  vation
LEARNING ATTITUES (cont.)
work at Home ' |
Attende?ce Records
HEALTH AND NUTRITION
Height for.Age Direct
Weight forJHelght Measares
TR S
CLASSROOH BERAVIORZ | |
Child-lnitiated Inter- | F0 & CAR
5 ~actions with Teacher .
& Attention to tearnnng )
Respect for Parents . (AR
Disruption \\ (AR
Noise Level \ FO
Respect for Teactse/Aide FO
Cooperation with Teacher LR
ey to measures: PIAT: Peaeédy Individual Achievement Test
MSCA: McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities
BSM: Bilingual Syntax Measure
~ PI: Parent InterVIew
PIPS: Preschool [nterpersonal Problen SOvang Test
Cl: Child Interview
(RS: Child Rating §‘ca1e
POCL: Pupil Ubservatnon Chgcklist
FO: Focused Observation
CAR: Classroom Activities Record
2Elassroom behavior measures are obtalned from\\he Classroom Observatlon System and represent classr00m-
leve] indices of children's behavior; rather thar, the child-level measures obtained in the other domains.
Q ' "
ERIC- - o b
z : N

\.



The oral reading tests typically ask the child to read passages aloud,

whereupon the tester asks relatively open-ended comprehension questions.
These tests were not selected for use in the PDC evaluation for three major
reasons: (1) the passages are out-dated and biased both in their middle-
class, suburban, two-parent family orientation and in the traditional sex

roles assigned to characters; (2) the comprehension questions often test
world knowledge and logical reasoning skills rather than comprehension of
the passages per se; (3) the tests are most sensitive for children with
average, or above average, reading abilities; thus leading us to hypothesize
serious ''floor' effects with the kindergarten PDC sample.

~ The Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills was rejected due to peculiar
test items with curriculum bias and middle-class, suburban orientation in
comprehension items which appeared to introdice genuine bias. The

Stanford Achievement Test was rejected because the comprehension items

require specific world knowledge not typically acquired through experience--

it resembles a social studies test: The Ealifornia Achievement Test was
rejected due to a strong curriculum bias. Many items tested subskills
related to a particular approach to teaching reading and used jargon that

would be unfamiliar to teachers and studernts in many programs. The Sequen-
tial Tests of Educational Progress was rejected: Although it contained
some of the best paragraph comprehersion items of any of the tests reviewed;
it also included vocabulary and sentence comprehension items which were

frequently unclear and/or strongly culturally biased.

The PIAT has two reading subtests: Word Recognition and Reading

comprehension. As noted earlier, the Word Recognition subtest was selected

for administration at the kindergarten and first grade levels. It begins
with letter recognition and moves to a WRAT-like word list. Although the
word list seems inappropriateé; like the WRAT, the early items seemed

satisfactory and thus suitable for kindergarten and first grade but not for
second or third-grade. The Reading Comprehensicn subtest was rejectzd ‘er

use in the POC evaluation. It involves Single sentences which are read

'silently and matched to line drawings. |t seems to have an unacceptably

large memory component and some items are dated or culturally biased:

The PIAT Word Recognition subtest is individually administered and
hos 84 items ranging in difficulty from preschool through high school.
ftems 1-5 involve matching one or more letters with identical stimuli that

mus. be discriminated by the child from other increasingly similar shapes
in a multiple-choice format. Items 10-18 present individual letters to
Se named, and items 19-84 are. individual words to be read aloud: The
subtest can be adminis-ared in about 10 minutes to first graders.
o
-
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ThlS subtest was used |n the Home Start fo]]ow up study (Bache &
Nauta ]979) with results that confirm its usefulness as a program
eva]uatidn measure. _The fol]ownng table compares data from the
standardization sample (Dunn & Markwardt, 1970) , the Home Start follow-
up study and the PDC evaluation:

Grade Level Standardization Home Start Follow- Up PDC Eva]uatlon1
Mean SD Mecn SD Alpha . Mean 5D
Kindergarten  11.9  3.83 15.6 4.3 .91 15.1  4.h3
First Grade 21.0 5.15 24,1 6.0 .92 22.8 5.73
Second Grade  28.7 6.79 _ - 32.1 8.8 .94 Not Applicable

-

The publlshers report one month test-retest reliabilities for reading
recognition of .81 for the kindergarten sample and .89 for the first grade
sample (the internal consistency, alpha, re]lablllties reported in the
Home Start study are undoubtedly lnflated due to the careful orderlng of

items on the test and the testing procedure of estab]ushung basal and
ceiling levels rather than administering a fixed number of items to each

child):

A major advantage of the PIAT that applles to both the Recognltlon

and Mathematics subtests, is that items are arranged in ascending order of

difficulty and |nd|v:dua1 starting and flnlshung points can be determined
on a child-by-chiid basis. (The basal rule is 5 consecutive correct
responses; the ceiling rule is 5 errors in any 7 consecutive responses )

This procedure assures a reasonab]e match between the dlfflculty of the

test and the test-reiated capazbilities of the children. The procedure

also avoids potential psychometric problems associated with out-of-level
t.sting.

There are other advantages of the PIAT mode of administration. The

]ay out is perceptua]]y appealing, with 1arge line draWIngs on glossy

paper and clear type, both features concentrating attention upcn the ques-

tion at hand. It is nmp055|b1e for children to sklp an item accidentally:

The PIAT is an untimed, power test, yet the procedure of establishing a

critical range of |tems for each chnld allows the test to be given in

approximately 10 minutes. |Instructions, questions, or directions may be
repeated either when requested by the chn]d or when no response iS elicited.

And, if ch:ldren are working too quickly,; the tester can attempt to

mod:fy the tempo. Guessnng is encouraged Rapport between tester and

child should be greater than in a group test because it can be established

on a persona] level, and the tester can attempt to motivate the child

lfrom preinmxnary analys:s of Sprung 1979 analytic samples, PDC and

comparison groups combined.

il-.' <
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through use of praise and encouragement. All of these aspects of the PIAT

should help eliminate performance differences favoring programs that spend

a large amount of instructional time in fostering test-taking skills:

F:nal]y, the lnleIdually administered character of the PIAT makes possub]e

rore detailed monitoring of the behavior of each child in the test situation.

The Metropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) emphasizes comprehension in
a way that results in little or no curriculum bias and_high face-validity.
Items are well-constructed, but the content is more relevant to middle-
class children than to PDC children. Since the comprehension questions
relate closely to the béSSégés the culture bias is not as severe as it
otherwise might be; but it is there. One difficulty with the MAT,; how-
ever; is that the grade appropr:ate tests appear to be too dif flcuit,
too luttle variance is anticipated to allow detecting small but real
program effects. Thus, it was recommended that the PRIMER level be used
in the PDC evaluation at second grade (it was normed for K.5 to 1.4) and
that Primary 1 _{-- 2) be used at third grade, although it was normed for
1.5 to 2.4 (2.5 to 3.4). Pilot testing of the MAT PRIMER was conducted
with a subsample of first grade PDC children in 1979 to provide more

gu:danCﬁ on the choice of level (and also to examine the relationship

between reading recognition and reading comprehension scores).

PIAT Mathematics. In otur search for a test of mathemat:cs achleve-
ment; six_standard commngIal tests were given Sérious consideration.
These included the California Achievement Test; Sequential Tests of_
Educational Progress,; Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills,; Metropolitan

Achievement Tests,; Stanford Achievement Test and thzs PIAT. . The following
discussion exp]auhs why our review resulted in selection of the PIAT

Matheratics subtest for PDE:

Four major criteria were considered: (1) whether the test in fact
measures mathematics abilities (and not, for example, reading or memory);
(2) absence of bias tdWérd 3 particular curriculum (3) clear instructions

students; (ﬁ) a minimum of cu]tural blas in the content of the :tems.

 The PIAT Mathematics subtest is individually administered with a
totai of 84 items: This; in combination with characteristics of the

format and items, gives it a number of advantages. Most important is

the fact that readlng ability is minimally confounded with mathematics
achievement/ability. The separation of reading from mathematics is
3ccomplished by having the tester read each guestion aloud The child
does not see a representation of the gquestion in print, although for
some questions the child is shown either printed or pictorial represen-
tations of key facts or directions (presumably to reduce the demands of

maintaining the content of the question in memory).




A diStInCthe feature of content covered by the PIAT Moth test is the
emphasis upon a mix of problems that demand applicaticn of frequently

taught mathematical concepts (e.g., computation, quantitative aspects of

currency and time, ordlnaluty cardlnallty, shape and specific terms
such as ''double,'' ''fifths," ''youngest,' etc.) in relatively universal

situations. Although chn]dren are not permltted to use pencu] and paper;

the computations required are stch that it seems reasonab]e to expect

children to perform_ them mentally.. The problems are,constructed so asri
to minimize the influence of preV|ous experience with particular formats

and content:

The PIAT Math subtest was also used in the Home Start follow-up

study. The Fo]lowing tab]e compares data from the standardization sample;

the Home Start study and the PDC evaluation:

Grade Level Standardization Home Start Follow-Up  PDC Evaluation!

Mean 5D Mearn SD Alpha Mean SD
Kindergarten 13:1  3:98 13:1 k.0 .83 13.2  3.9%
First Grade 19.5  6.32 20.1 6.3 .90 8.7  6.05
Second Grade 29.2  8.11 30:1 9:6  :93 Not Applicable
Third Grade  37:5  9:12 Not Applicable Not Applicable

The pub]xshers repo.t one-month test-retest reliabilities for math of 52
for the kindergarten sample, .83 for first grade, and :68 for third grade.
in the Home Start follow-up study. PIAT Math scores corre]ated .70 with

PIAT Reading Recognition scores; in PDC the two subtests correiated .53

at kindergarten:

MSCA--Verbaleluency, The Verbal fluency.subtest of the McCarthy

Sca]es of Children's Abl]lties (Mcﬁarthy, 1972) has been included in the

PDC battery from the beginning: It is one of the few general deve]opmentai

measures that we judge suitable for continucing to administer as the

children become older. In a very brief period (fnve minutes or less) an

assessment of children's abn]ntyftofreca]]Vlnformatlon in conceptual

categories is assessed. The child. is asked to name as many members of

the category as he or she can within 20 seconds. The c5tegories are

"snimals,;' Uthings to eat,' ''people's names;'' and '"toys."

comparison groups cdmblned



In the first phase of the evaluation the test was admlnlstered at all

qrade ievels to a samp]e of 24-27 children at the Georq:a s:te' data from
that testing, along with data from the total PDC sample are as follows:

- Cross-grade Total PDC Eng]ush—
Grade Level . Data from Georgia _Dominant Samplel
Mean 'Aupha Mean 5D ALpna
Head Start Not Applicabie 9:3 5.73 .76
Kindergarten 14,1 71 14.3 5.79 .88
First Grade 16.4 .75 16.2 6.05
Second Grade 20:8 .79 Not Applicable
Third Gragde 21.8 .67 5 Not Applicable

Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM). The BSM (Burt, Dulay,; & Hernandez

Chavez l975f'was also selected at the oucset of PDC It represented a

both Spangsh~ and Engllshfspeakung chlldren, The BSM assesses children's
oral proficiency with English and/or Spanish grammatical structures, using
cartoon-like pictures to. elicit children's responses to the tester's
questions. Simple guestions; used with the colored cartoon pictures,

provide a conversational setting for eliciting speech. An_ analysis of the

child's response yields a score that can range from 0 to 18. Responses

are written down verbatim by the tester so that further analyses can be
carried out 2t a later time if desired:

. All children have been administered the BSM-English, and children who
show fac;lnty in Span;sh are,admlngste.ed,the BSM-Spanish as well. For
the children WHé Eeceive both VéiSidhs, the brder bf édmihiitrétibh i§

receive the Spanish version first and half receive the Eng]ush version
first:

Durlng the F:rst phase of the PDC evaluatlon alpha coefficients at

fferent time points ranged from :82 to .88 for the rngnsh dominant
sample and from ./6 to 9o for the Spanush domnnan* o dren Thcre may
k ndergarten was 11. 93 on the BSM- Eng]xsh for Engllsh domlnant chlldren
{SD = 3.09) and 13.13 on the BSM=Spanish for Spanish- -dominant children

{SD = 2.45)-=but a new edition of the test may be available for use at

Lrrom prelizinary analysis of the Spring 1979 analytic samples, PDC and
compa rison groups combined:



second and third grades. Interim Report !X reported good stability across
testing times (e.g.; correlations of .75 for the BSM-English from fall to
spring of the Head Start year and .61 from fall Head Start to spring

kindergarten); so tFé BSM seems to be a likely candidate for démthtratihg

evaluation:

o Progress in schoo] To provude another perspectxve on schoo]
achievement it was dec:ded to ask parents _to judge the progress of thenr
child during the parent interview. Question 1lm on the first-grade Parent

interview asks the parent to rate whether their. child "is learning a lot
9

at schcol'' on a scale from 1 ("'definitely true") to 5 {"not at all true').

Qpeena] education andgg;adegreient4on, Two items typnca]]y kept in
school records and used in some educational eva]uatlons are being documented
for PDC _although gUIde]lneS for interpreting data from these records are
not tdmplegely clear at this time. The extent to which a child is 'held
back'' a grade may be a very gross indicator of the school's capacity to
provide adequate educational programming for that child. This informa-

tin will be collected so that the incidence of grade retention can be

examined for possible program effects: A number of longitudinal studies
of Head Start and other preschool oroqrams (see Lazar, Hubbell Murray,

Roche, 8 Royce, 1977) have found that ear]y intervent:on redures the extent
to which children are retained in grade

Placing children in “special education' has also peen an indicator
that the children are not succeeding in :.chool to_the extent expzcted of

them. Since this has been a key impact varnable for some longitudinal
studies (see Lazar, et al:; 1977), it was decided to coilect information

on it for the PDC evaluation: Unfortunate]y, specuaI educat ion placements

have become a very dlfferent matter than they were in the late 1960 s and

early 1970's. With the advent of PL 94-142 and heightened awareness on

the part of school persorinel of the need to provide appropriate educational
experiences for handicapped. chu]dren placement data per se will prov:de
ambiguous information: a higher rate for PDC could mean children with
special needs are being appropriately prov.ded for or that the program has
somehow ''created" more children with special needs. At any rate, this

xnfo mat:on wn]] be available for the PDF ~and comparnson samples for use

cn]idren in the >ample had been provnded with an lnd:v:duallzed education
program (IEP) ~ 1f the answer was '‘yes,' lnformatxon was collected on the

nature of the handucap and on the extent of malnstreamlng, usxng categorles

developed for a national evaluation of mainstreaming in Head Start (Walters.

Vogel; Brandis,; & Thouvenelle, 1978).

A-12 j-h,w
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Categories of handicapping conditions are the following:

Hard of hearing

Deaf )

Speech impaired ]

Visually handicapped

Blind ] B o o
Seriously emotionally disturbed
Specific learning disability

Orthopedically impaired
Other health impaired

Mentally retarded
Multi-handicapped
Other

The extent of mainstreaming was classified as follows:

Compiete mainstreaming into a regular classroom,

‘with no supportive assistance

Complete mainstreaming into a regular classroom,

‘with supportive assistance provided by a specialist
Complete wiainstreaming in a classroom where the regular
classroom teacher and a special education teacher coop-
eratively work with all children in a team arrangemert
Reverse mainstreaming in which non-handicapped children
become part of a special education class

Partial mainstreaming where handicapped child is in a
special education ciass but goes to mainstreamed classes
fir - ~: more regular classroom activities

R ' ' ..ca shild is not mainstreamed and spends the
=77 “¢ C8y in specidl education classes

-ating scale (CRS) and a tester rating scale (POCL).
Social problem-solving: The Preschool Interpersonal! Probiem-Solving
Test (PIPS) (Shure & Sp_ -ack, 1974) was selected for use a* tke beginning

of the PDC evaluation and has remained an important part of the battery at
each testing period. The PIPS assesses the child's abiitity to generate
alternative solutions to the probiem of obtaining a toy from another child.

Seven different toys are depicted and used as the basis ior the problem:
For exampie:



and Jnmmy wants a chance to p]ay with it. But Johnny

keeps on playing with it. Jimmy wants to play with the
truck. What can he do to get a chance to play with the
truck?"

Testers probe to elicit as many different types of solutions as possible
to the seven prdblem 5itu5ti6n§. Thugéfér,the,PlPs hag been scored fdr

of scores is only 0 to 7, since there are seven opportun:t!es to offer
new solutions.

>

____The solutions offered by the child are coded according to clearly

defined rules. First, each response is coded as & ''solution'' or a ''non-

solution.' There are 25 solution categories and 3 non-solution categories:

The'e is some concern that the test sample may be approachlng a cellnng
glven the current scoring system; since in the Home Start follow-up study
kindergarten,; first-grade and second-grade groups _ all averaged around 4.3
different solutions (wsth % standard deviations of 1.6). Thus far in PDC,

PIPS scores are lncreasnng appropriately with age: The mean scores at

enterlng Head Start’ spring Head Start and spring kindergarten chn]dren
were 2.1, 2.7 and 3. 8 respectively.: s

 One possibility for increasing the sensitivity of the PIPS to the
social problem=solving strategies of older children would be to develop
scores for different types of solutions. Among the 15 solution categories,

there appear to be ones that are conceptually related. Using Spring 1979
data; proceches witl be exp]ored for categorizing the solutions _into groups
with children receavnng a score for the rumber (or proportina) of solutions

offered in each group. One possible grouping is: (1) prosocial solutions;

e.g., ask, say please, share; (2) rrade/swap solucions, e.g., trade or
brise; (3) mannpu]atxve/deceptlve solutions, 2.9, trick, flnagle manipu-

late, (#) anger; (5) passive solutions, e:g:; wait, plan for future; and
(€) aggressive sciutions, e.g., grab, physical attack.
\/

with general abllnty beyond Some minimum necessary to understand the task

PDC data confirmthis: Although factor analysis of the kindergarten data

showed that PIPS loaded on a factor that included mezsures of verbal

fluency and verbz]l memory, indicating a strong verbal component to the

test, its blvaruate correlations with those measures were on]y moderate

(e.g., .27 between PIPS and Verbal F]uency) and PIPS scores correlated

very slightly with other measures (e.g., .08 with BSM-English; .12 with
- PIAT Reading Recognit o and .10 with PIAT Mathematics): The PIPS does

not lend itsdlf to esfimates of internal consistency reliability and
PDE data indicate low stability from one teésting time to another compared




with the Stabl1|ty of other measures in the battery: the fall-to-spring
correlation for thef@ead7§tart year was .41 and the corrclatlon on PiPS
scores from fall Head Start to spring knndergarten was .20. A more sensi-

tive scoruﬂg procedure might also improve the stability of the measure.

Attutude towsrd teacher A cn:]d s attltude toward hxs or her teacher

is seen by many & _an important aspect of successful performance. Without

debating whether this attitude may be one of the causes of higher achieve-

ment levels or one of the zffects; many program operators would be pleased
to note improvements in children's attitudes_ toward their teachers. The
Purdue Sociai Attitude Scales; deve]oped by Clcxrellu (19 ) contalws a
scale labeled "attitude toward school' in which children are Shown cartoon-
story items. Since a stick-figure representing a teacher plays a prominent

role in most of the ntems we have chosen to label the scale, ''attitude
toward teacher.! :
For each item; the matn character (glven the chlld s nome by the .-
:s about to be engaged in some actIV|ty or is about to have someth:ng :
!

5 him or her: For example:

: (child's name) is working at school.

teacher comes over. She looks at __ 'S work.
Which one is the teacher s face7" : :

Th= child —esponds to each item by p0|ntinq to one of f-ve faces, which range

in exﬁre5510n from very happy to.very sad. The child's score,ns the mean
'rating'' given to ‘the ten ltems. In designing the PDC battefry for Spring
1979, 8 of 10 items were incorporated as Part | of an instrumént called the

Child Interview; Part 2 of the thild lntervxew--|tems assessing the child's

attitudes toward readiig--is descrxbed in the.section on learriing attitudes:

The_ ”attltcde toward teacher items o o adﬁiﬁiétered .or thé first

time in PDC in Sprlng 1979 but had been . siinistered as part of the total
Purdue Social Attitude Scale in the Home Start follow-up study. :in that

evaluation; relatively high_ internal consistenicy was found for the entire

set of 30 items (alpha = .87 at first grade); however the: Internal, consis-
tency for the 10 item set, from which the. 8 items “of the PDC Ch"?,'?f?fv‘ew
were drawn, was cons:derably lower (alpha = .67). :Counterbalancing that ’

finding were other factors:. First; Home Start data indicated that Purdue

Social Attitude Scale score was not confounded with age--group means did not
differ s:gnu‘:cant]y f rom klnderqarten through second grades. . Second,
obviously better mcasures of young children's attitudes toward schcol were-

not avaiiable when instrument, selectuon decnsxons had to~ be made

W



Chx]d Rating Scale (CRS). Three social-emotional constructs have been
iisessed in PDC with the Child Rating Scale (a fourth scale of the CRS,
Jcademxc motivation; was added in 1979; it is discussed under ''learning
attitudes.'" The CRS was originally develcped in the first year of POC
to assess children's behavior in two areas of “social competence''; inter-

personal competence and task competence: Thirty-nine statements (e.q.;

cooperates and shares with others; shows seif-confidence) were deveidbed
relying heavr]y on the Bronson General Competence Rating Scaiz Bronson,

1673) . The statements are 115fed on a response sheet and eegcbefs are
asked to rate each chx]d on each item using a five-point sczle (1 = rarely;
5 = very frequently).

~ Prior to 5pring 1979 data collection it was decided to refine the
Child Rating Scale so as to reduce the number of items (thereby reducing

Lhe burden on teachers) and to add a scale to assess academic motivation.

Usung factor ana]y5|s and regress.on orocedures {as described fully in

Interim Report IX), the original 3° iters were reduced to 17 which possessed

a stable factor structure of thres sca!l res, each wnth an internal consxs-
tency re]xabr]xty °xceed1ne .75. The tthiree scales have been ]abe]ed
"self-assurance,;'' ‘'aggressiveness,' and "dependence.’’ An examination of

the eogre551veness scale }tehs, Fowever; suggests that the scale may confound
prc-social and anti-sociai aggiession, so the possivility of separating

these into two scales is being examined:

Socuablllty A rating scale comp-eted by tesL“’s was origirally
*eve]oped by dugh/Scope fc~ use in the Home Star Evaluacior. {Deloria, o
Love; Gordon,; Hanvey, Hocbman, Flatt, Nauta & Sp.nnger 1974): This scale;

the Pupil Observation Check!ist (POCL) had its roots in a ionger, 25-item
scale developed by High/qcope for use in i1ts Foilgr Ynrough eva]uetlon work:
The 10-ite- version used in the Home Start evaluation and the siiyhtly

~udified 11-iter version used at each testing time in PDC have consist enuly
vielded twc stable, highly reliable factors. One scale;’ 'sociability.,

is cigssified here as a construct within the sociai-emoticnal dors -, 7The

c<cale, “qu- osrientation,' wil}l be discussed under the domain of

Y. POEEL chnmsists of 11 7- ﬁonnt ratrﬂ" ltemS which are conoleteqioy the
mendiara e after the te<twﬁs sess ion wuth each chxld The socia-

Shy-sociabe
Juiet-talkative
“assiveo-active
A-16 ?f
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Measaores of tearning Attitudes

Learnan att:fudes haVP a55umed xncreaSIng nmportance among educators.
Several constricts related to this general domain have been identified for

measurement_in PDC, and a variety of methods are being used to obtain the

measures. The six constructs listed in Fxgure 2 are obtained from five

differert procedures: a child interview, a teacher rating, a tester ratnng,

a parent rating and school records:

Attituce toward reading. Part Il of the Child Intéerview consists of
an informal discussion between the tester and child in which the tester
dasks the child a number of questions in a conversational manner {e.g.;

""Do you like story books?'' ''Do you like to read stories to other people?"
"When do you most like to read?' ''What is your favorite story book?):

After the conversation is finished the tester completes six ratings, each
on a scale from | to 5:

1. Child rarely reads at school. Child reads a lot in school

2. Child rarely reads outside €hild reads a lot outside of
of school: schiool .

3. Child reads only what he/she Child reads a great deal on
has to read; does not read own initiative for pleasure
for pleasure or for own and for information:
information.

L. Reading is perceived only Child perceives reading as an
as a school activity: important activity outside of

school also:

5. There is little or no Considerable varlety in schoo]
variety in the %écdihg reading, e.a.,; readers, stories,
materials gsed in school: library materials:

6. There is little or no Considerable variety in reading.
variety in the reading materials used outside of ol
materials used outside of e:g:; stcries; newspapers ters;
school magazines.

THrough evaluatnon in 1976 77 (Kittel, Tamor, Smith & Bond. 197/) After
experimenting with a more structured questicning 3pproach, tre current
metnos of guided unstructured diccussion foliowed by tester ratings was
adcpted. Using the guestions as a guide,; the interviewer is free to probe
and explore the tcpics with each child until there is enough information
to complete the ratings.



Sca:es one and F ve descrlbe From the chlld s perspectlve how much

schoo] bua]e Six |ndlcates what variety of readlng mater:a]s are present
and what variety of reading activity occurs in the home. These three scales
appear to be measures of context rather than impact. Consequently, they
are not considered in evaluating child outcomes.

The three remaining scales--two, three, and four--were formed to be
hlgh]y xntercorrelated (coeff:c:ent + alpha = .94} and were summed to form
a component variable reflecting children's "interest in reading.'

Academic motivation. As mentioned earlier, three items were added
to the Child Rating Scale in an attempt to assess this construct. Several

receht stcd;es nave emphas:zed the xmportance of thas varlabl- In the.

One was the “academ;c ﬂotlvatibn scele of the Pupil Behav-or lnvenrory

(developed by Vinter, Sarri, Vcrwsiler, Schafer, 1966) and the other was
an “académic pthhtial“ scale From the \p511antx Rat:ng Sca]e ThlS
(1978). The academlc motivation Factor of the Pugx] Behavsorflnvenﬁory
originally contained nine items; ratings on that factor correlated from
:49 to .71 with concurrent scores on the California Achievement Test at

grades 1, 2, and 3 (Weikart, Bond;, McNeil, 1978). Three items from the

Pupil Behavnor lnvereory were se]ected For PDEC:

Comp]etes ass;gnments ] o )
ls atert and intzrested in School work

Tssk orisntation: Eight items from the Fapil Observation Checklist,

described above, comprise a '‘task orientztior’ scale. As with the

sociatility scale, this measure has remained a stable and reliable
index across theerereSLlJS times. The eight bipolar items, rated by
the tester on a 7-point scale, are as follows:

ReSiétiveftbbpéfétiVé

Easily distracted- atteht?Ve

Nervous-relaxed

Needs urging-quick to respond

Prefers easy tasks-attempts difficult tasks

Gives up easx]y keeps trylnq

Needs reassurance, praise, enCouragemPnt-
realistically self-confident

o A=18 1.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



) Att:tt.e toward schogl and _engagement in school-related work at
home. During the Parent Interview, developed for administering the first
time in Spring 1979 (see Section 1l of this appendix), the parent is

asked severai questions that are designed to tap two possibly d:stlnct

aspects of learnxng attitudes. The first, a general attitude toward
school con5|sts oF Fcur |tews The F:rst two are statements read.to

'definitely true" to ‘ot at all true' aiong a S5-point scale. The
questions are:

(child's name) loves school and enjoys being there

feels that he/she is learning a lct in school

The third |tem is a quest;on which asks (nF there are books or ~agazines

in the home) whether the child usually asks someone_ to read with h»m/her

or whether someone usually offers to read to the ch:ld (on the assumpt ion

as reading wxll be more I'kely to take the initiative in seeklng to read

WithH someone else). The Fourth |tem asks whether the chiid voluntarily

does homewcrk ~- if he/she had to be procdded into doing it (after the

interviewsr -~ :3ins that the child actually has homework assignments).

The second scale, '"'engagement in._ school -related work at home'' was
gag

adopted because of concern that school achievement. measured cﬁly in the

school setting mlght not capture program effects that mcre thoroughly
permeate a child's life: In High/Scope's Follow Through ~vyaluation,

it w38 diécovered that even when diff:rences were -:ot found between
ro‘lou Through and comparison children on the standard achi~vement measures,

Follcw Through children were more likely to engage in activities at home
that were related to their school work (Bond, Smith & Kittel, 1976). In

programs 1ike PDC and Follow Through, with thetr emphasns on parent

participation in chlldren s learning; this varlabxe can be an |waortant

i~dicatcr of the program s success. The specific questions emsioyed in

the PDC Parent Interview are the following:

Not counting reading he/she has to do for school; how often
does (child) look at a book or magazine at home? Would you
say:

every day?

several times & week7

apout once a week?

2 or 3 times a month? or

once a month or 1ess?

LF:A\
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Not counting homework, does (child) ever do things 1ike
writing or drawing that he/she learned at school?

yes,; often
yés somet imes
no '

Attendance. School attendance has freguently been cited as a

possible indicator of general attitudes of the child toward school. We
recognize that the interpretation of such data, however; is ambiguous:
But, combined with other information, such lnformatlon might provide

additional insights into the lnfluence of PDC programs on children.

One of the most difficult areas to assecs in a large-scale evaluation

is the physical status of children. Fine- grauned medical and nutritional
assessments are too excensive and tlme c¢n=um|ng to be feasible, and yet

teaturesfof Headegar progr.ms and flgures promlnantly ln the PDC gu1de-
lines. For the PDC evaluation it was decided to (1) obtain direct measures
by measuring height and weight; recognizing that this would provide an
assessment of éniy extreme aéEaFdeéS from normal growth; (2) obtain data

assuming that if ““ie delivery of services can be documented one can assume

improved status on the part of children receiving the services; and (3)

explore the feasnbc]nty of assessing tne impact of the program on children's
knowledge of good health and nutritional practices. As of Spring 1979,
only the first of these procedures has been fuliy implemented.

Heigh: and Weighk:. Each sprlng, ngh/Scope tisters measure the

children's height and weight using a standard procedure. Weight is measured

on balanéé beam SPaIes usually BBFF6Wéa _froi: the school. A standard 10-

theu' shoes and any outdoor c]othxng, such as 1ackets before being we;ghed
Height is measured by having the chiid stand straight against a wall. The
‘-iabies useg in the analysis are (1) height for age, which is a good
1ix of ch-onic pr~tein indernutrition and (2) weight for height, an index
of more acute changes in nu- itional status.

182
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Measures of Classroom Behavior

~ From the outset, the PDC evaluation has been concerned with the
prob]em of inferring social-emotional var:ables from data collected in
test-like settings and so_a child-oriented observation System was developed
and used from 1976 to 1978. Un‘ortunately; the costs invoived._ in

obtaining data that would be reliable at the individuwal child level became

too prohibitive; and the information yield too ambiguous, for the procedure
to be continued. In designing the second phase of the evaluation; it

became clear that the evaluation needed to provtde ACYF with more informa-
tion on program implementation at the classroom level Therefore, a new

observation system was developed to describe PDC _and comparison class-
rooms (see Section IV of this Appendix for a Full descrnpt:c,) Although
the focus of that system is on program impiementation,; the observations
necessar:ly involve children on a number of dimensions. Thus; to the

extent that it is feasible given the response frequencies of the variables

of interest; observation data can te analyzed at the classroom level to
provude uddnt:onal information about the influence of PDC on children's
behavior.

The observation system includes seven variables that may be useful

Fdr this aspect of the evaluation. These are llsted ‘here, but the reader

Smith; & Rosario, ]979) for a more detailed exp]anat:on
Child initiated interactions with teacher
Children's attention to learning activities
Children's respect For parents in the classroom
Level of c}assroom disruption
Noise level
Respect for teacher and z.de
Cooperation with teacher
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APPENDIX B
Comparison of Summary Score Distributions by Treatment Group,

€hild Outcome Measures for Spring 1979 (Grade 1)




Figure 1
Comparison of Summary Score Distributions for PDC and Comparison
Children on the Spring 1979 BSM-English

PDC (7=279)
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Figure 2
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Figure 3
Comparison of Summary Score Distributions for PDC and Comparison
Children on the Spring 1979 MSCA Verbal Filuency
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Figure &

tomparison of Summaryv Score Distribations for PDE and Combarlson
hil

ldren on the Spring 1979 . P1AT-Mathematics

PDC (n=274)

MIDFOINT - HIST% -

2 =
c £
= =
o =R S
. 1+
CIMTERYAL WIDTH= S. Gooar
/ o
Compar ;con {(n=281)

MIDFOIMT HIZTx CERCH H= o

£, +
11 +
1% . +
1,00 1. 4% +
26 3.2 +
=1 +
TE Z *+ :
dt.000 1. + \

SIMTERWEL MITTH= S, 0 G

Distributions not signiiicantly different between groups.
g

Q. 54
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Comparison of Summary Scord Distributions for PDC ind Comparison
Children on the Spring 1979 PI1AT-Reading

MIDFOINT  A1ZTR

IIIIIH

N PN DN el ) ﬂ \

P
-

=
)
-
=
o

LRy
CES,

JINTERWRL WIDTHE S. 0000,

o ~ Comparison (n=252) S
MIDPOINT RIZTS : CERCH k=

5. i 1 +x
C 1 S+

I i+
2hn 30+

2%, g1 +

Zi. e+

5. = g+

40,7 a 2

4E_nuu_ . R 5t

CIHTERYAL WITTH=E. S, Orif:
&

Jus;rlbutxons sngn;f;cantiy d:FFerent Xz = 16. ?ﬁ 8 d.f.: p= 0%

L Range 'Q,§ 4
S Raw Score Unit from ~ Direction of
Midpoint .Range 0-erali Mean Relative Frequencigs
20.00 18 - 22 -0.93 to -.06 PDC > Comparison

(17:5 - 22:5)

2

Inifferences at p < .10 by Gobddman's intervals test.
: pos

Pt |
oz
<k

¢



- . R T o
Comparison of Summary Score Distributions for PDC and Comparison
Children on the Spring 1979 PIPS
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Figure 7
Compar” .« of Summary Score Distributions for PDC and Comparisen

«Fi  -en on the Spring 1979 POCL | 'Task Orientat;on'

ns

NIDEDINT v

i

. S

= 5

Iy T 13

: nnag 1e: - 3z
SE.ON 0 12." e
41C000 1.7 Iz
S nnn 18,1 a7
S 12,4 o
S ann 180 3z

CINTERYAL WIDTH= S. 000

Carggrison (n=254)

MIBFEIMT  HisTs

3T T = s
DU G

ST T L 0T = s

el ST STy

CUATEFUYAL WTLTHE S, nnin

s
o
YA



Figure 8

Comparison of Summary Score Distributions for PBC and Comparison
Children on the Spring 1979 POCL 2 '"Sociability"
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Figure 10

Comparison of Summary Score Distributions for PDC and Comparison
Ehildren on the Spring 1979 CRS-2 ''Aggressiveness'
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Figure 11

PDC (n=266)
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Figure 12

Comparison of Summary Score Distributions for PDC and Comparison

Children on the Spring 1979 CRS-4 ''Academic Motivation®
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Figiure 13

Comparison of Summary Score Distributions for PDE and Comparison

Children on the Spring 1979 Ci-1 "Attitude Towarc Teacher'
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Figure 14

Comparison of Summary Score 5§$t ib tlons for PD t 'nd ComparnSon
Children on the Spring 1979 Cl-2 ''Interest in Reading"
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