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" INTRODUCTION

Overview of the Evaluation

Project Developm&ntal Continuity (PDC) began in 1974 as
a concerted effort to demonstrate the value .of coordinating
Head Start and elementary school programs. Fifteen Head Start __,
grantees were selected ta establish administrative linkages =
between Head .Start centers and elemenhtary schools within their
communities, and to design programs that would provide continuity
of program and services. Twelve sites are still participating
in the program and eleven are included in the evaluation.

The evaluation of this national demonstration effort was
planned in two phases. In the first phase (1974 to 1978)
a careful study was made to detern ne whether adequate conditions
existed for carrying out a longituuinal study of the program's'’
impact. This study would focus on a single cohort of children
who began Head Start in fall 1976 and would comblete third grade
in the spring of 1981. Findings from the feasibility study--
summarized in a final report (Love, Granville, & Smith, 1978)°

. and detailed in Interim Report VII (Granville, Love, & Morris,

1977)--indicated that the child measures: (a) were sufficiently
reliable and valid, (b) yielded scores that were sensitive to
change beyond that which is simply a function ©f maturation,

(c) related to teachers' and testers' judgments of the childrern's
"social competence,,’ (d) would be suitable for use with children
in grades K-3, and {e) were generally suitable for -administration
by paraprofessional testers. The feasibility study also in-
dicated that the evaluation sample was suitable in two main
respects: (a) the PDC and comparison group samples appeared
highly similar in terms of children's background character-
istics and entering test performance; and (b) there was evidence
from school records that there would be sufficient retention

of the sample children over a five-year period so that longi-
tudinal impact analyses could be performed.

A Pre.iew of Plans for the Future Evaluation

This report represents a transition point in the PDC
evaluation. The conclusions from the feasibilicy study were
acceptéd by the Administration for Children, Youth and Families
(ACYF) and the longitudinal phase of the evaluation was launched’

J
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in September 1978. Thus, this report on PDC's impa rough
. ... the end of the kindergarten year (spring 1978) re%fesents ,
the status of the sample_as*;he.ﬁtudy enters its longitudinal
phase. This is also a transition_ peint in terms.of the I
l richness of infgrmagion_ﬁvéiidble about the various partici-
pants in PDC. At 'the Head Start and kindergirten levels our
data collection for the impact study was limited to data on ) ;
l . child Sutcomes. Beginning in 1979, in the spring, of the
child¥en's first grade year, a more comprehensive data collection
~ began, with parent interviews, teacher ‘interviews, classroom
observations, and administrator interviews -added to thé child
l measures. '
The findings repbrted here raise more questions than they
l answer. We can describe the lack of clear evidence of the
program's impact on those characteristics of children's develop-
ment and achievement that are measured by the 'various tests,
l ohservations and ratings.,~ We cannot, however, offer much in
' the way of satisfactoryv explanation for these findings. We
‘do not know, for example, the extent to which PDC teachers
really implemented an individualized instructional program,
l or the extent to which.they differed from the comparison droup
teachers on this and other factors. We do not know the extent
to which EDC parents participated in classroom activities
' with their children, or whether PDC parents did more of this
than parents of comparison group children. The next report
in this series, focusing on spring 1979 data, should provide
answers to questions that seek explanations for the impact
findings. It is our hope that the present report is useful
in raising the appropriate guestions for exploration as our
analyses of the more comprehensive data begin. :

l This report follows the pattern established in preceding
impact reports. Chapter II documents the methods of data

l collection and summarizes the analysis questions addressed
in the remainder of the report. Chapter III presents the
results of analvses designed to help us understand the nature .

l of the sample and the characteristics of the various instruments.
It includes a presentation of descriptive data on the sample
and an analysis of attrition patterns and the effects of

l attrition on the characteristics of the sample. Chapter III

then presents information on the instruments, in terms of the
distrib»utions cf scores, internal consistency and stability

of inujividual measures, the factor structure of the battery,
and the relationships of the measures to criteria of "social
competence." Chapter IV examines treatment effects, presenting
findings of program impact separately for the English-dominant
and Spanish-dominant samples. The entire report is summarized .
in Chapter V.

|39
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Data'ColIection Pfocedures

e

.
.

_ To establish a data.eollgction routine that would result \J
in data of the highest possible qudlity, the procedures followed
in the four preceding data collection periéds were" continued -°
with minor modifications: = . . -~ — R '

2 “ . . ! / . .
,® An organizational structure for individuals S

" involved in .the data collection effort 'was

outlined, role responsibilities weredefined,
and a detailed training manual was procuced.

~

<

-
. . . 2
- - )
173,
s
t - - - -"
- . ¥

e A training model-was designed that specified’
tester performance standards and provided for
a four-day tester training session with large-
group, small-group and individuslized instruc-
tion, daily reviews of each tester's perfor-
mance, and discussions of potential problems.

v

e Onsite monitoring of testers by trainers was
conducted prior to the start of the actual
testing. ) :

e During the data collection period, testers were
responsible for monitoring each other's perfor- a
mance on a weekly basis.

e Site coordinators collected completed data
each week and checked it for obvious errors cr
omissions before sending it to the High/Scope
Foundation.

Each of these procedures is discussed below.

: .
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‘the site was having; checking all completed data on a weskly

_held in early April 1978. Since all but one of the seven ‘ -
trainers had been involved in 'previous PDC training sessions,

S A N N =N O
- .
. ‘
.

Fiéld Organization!

The roles of the personnel who conducted field data
collection were explicitly defined in the Field Procedures
Manual in order tou systematize responsibilities. For example,
site coordinator responsibilities included contacting the
PDC coordinator regarding the start of testipg; setting up
and chairing a meeting with the kindergarten teachers involved -
ip the evaluation, or contacting them individually; keeping
in contact with High/Scope's supervisor of field operations
about the status of data collection and any probléms that

basis; keeping up-tb-date records on the status of the data _ q
collection; carrying out any needed training; testing (and,
in some cases, obsgerwing) children; and monitoring testers. . v

P
. . -

Training Model

Training sessions for both trainers and testers were

a brief, one-and-one-half-day session was heléd to review and N
practice the child measures. More time was then spent with

the new trainer on ‘4 one-to-one’ basis, In addition, the

three observer trainers met for one day to review. the obser-
vation system and cpde videctapes.” The. ten observers spent

two days focusing on the PLC Classroom Observation ,System
before being joined by the 17 testers for four days of training
in the child measures. ) ) ,

Tester training. During the onsite tester training
s&ssions, each test was reviewed anad practiced. Practice
sessions involved the use of test "scripts." The scripts
consisted of test instructions, child responses, and rationales
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 learning situation since
the child resPOHSes inciuded on the script covered all the
administration rules ana gave the testers a chance to work
with and correct each other.

lThe spring data collection began the week of April 17 at all
sites except Florida. The length of the data collection period
was fairly constant across sites, with most testers finishing
within seven or eight weeks. In Florida, testing and classroom
' observations were conducted over a three week period by

High/Scope staff.

Y
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Since it is critical that testers administer the tests
in a standard way, each tester was .systematically "checked-
out" on all of the child measures before the-end of the training
session. During this procedure a trainer playved the role
of the child (also recording. the "child's" responses) while
a tester administered one or more of the child measures to
her. The trainer (acting as the child) responded in standard
ways to each item on edcn test in order to insure that (1)
each tester was exposed to the same situations, and (2) the
trainer could assess the tester's handling of critical child
responses. For example, on the -PIPS interview, there are
specific things for the tester to say if the child gives an
unrelated answer, a repeated answer, refuses to answer, and
so on. By exhibiting all these behaviors in the check-out
sit.ation, trainers were able to assess the tester’s unders
standing and exbertise in administering each of the child
measures. * .
. sy .

Standards were set forYacceptable performance during the
tester "check-outs,"sand if these standards could not be met,
additional training and practice was prescribed. Check-outs
were ther repeated at a later time during the training session
to insure correct test administration.

_ Observation training. As mentioned, the two days preceding
the tester training session were. devoted to observer training.
In previous training .sessions one tester from each site had
been identified and trained as the PDC classroom observer.
Thus, nine o0f the ten interviewers were familiar with the
observation system. During this time the trainers reviewed
the entire sS¥stem, paying particular attention to those
categories or“items that the observers had had problems coding
during the previous data collection period. The observers and
trainers spent many hours coding videotapes and discussing the
correct codes. The final training activity involved the
coding of the observation reliability tape. :

s

Monitoring

Onsite monitoring. The onsite monitoring occurred the
week following the training session. At this time each of the.
newly .hired testers was required to administer the PDC measures
to a child while the trainer observed. After watching a tester,
the trainer provided any additional feedback to the tester
that was necessary. for improving her interactions with the
children. This® procedure served two purposes: it gave the

. *trainer an indication of how well the new testers could




establish rapport ‘and interact with children, and it helped
alleviate some of the anxieties the inexperienced testers
felt about administering the measures to children.

Weekly monitoring. During the course of a testing week,’
testers alternately monitored each other:; the one acting as
monitor simultaneously completed the test booklets and the
individual monitoring forms 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 High/Scope Foundation to be reviewed.

Weekly Pre-Transmittal Data Checks

l Testers were required to give or send their completed
‘data to the site coordinator at the end of each week. The
site coordinator then checked these tests, plus any she had

l completed, for recording/scoring €rrors. "(Site coordinators

, and interviewers had reviewed a checklist specifying what to
_ look for when reviewing each completed booklet, -e.g., "Is the

l identification complete?" "Did the interviewer ‘fail to give
a second trial when it should have been given?” "pid the

: interviewer skip.an item?") Errors were pointed out to the
particular tester and, if necessary, further training was

l provided by the site coordinator. The site coordinator also
kept track of all completed data (in addition .to the individual
records each tester kept of her classes) and mailed the

l completed data to the High/Scope Foundation on a weekly basis.

Recording and Scoring of Data

~ In addition to the site coordinators' pre-submittal
check, data collected by the testers were also checked by
the supervisor of field operations at the High/Scope Foundation.
Errors in recdrding or, coding were identified and explained
+o the site c¢oordinator, who then discussed them with the
other testers. :

Once the raw data had been screened for accuracy at
High/Scope, they were sent to the data processing section
to be tagged with unique identification numbers for each
student, scored and verified, then keypunched and verified.
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Data Collection Sequence

Once the evaluation sample children were located in the
district schools the testers divided the classes among them-
selves. 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 collecting data
simultaneously in the PDC and comparison schools, and (2)
each tester would be testing both PDC and comparison children,
thus eliminating the possibility of tester bias for either
group.

Determlnlng Child's Language Capabllltles‘“

The procedure followed by testers in determining the
language capabilities of.children in the testing sample
was (1) to ask gfhe child's classroom teacher for his or her
judgment, (2) to observe the child's verbal behavior in-
natural classroom conditions, and (3) on the basis of these
indications, to administer the English or Spanish version,
or both, of the Blllngual Syntax Measure (BSM). In most
cases, this screening process produced consistent conclusions,
and subsequent testing was accordingly conducted in English
or Spanish or both. (In some cases this screening process
led to the conclusion that a child was proficient in some
third language, but not English or Spanish; these children
were excluded from the testing sample.) When the screening
process proved inconclusive, the tester carefully weighed
all available information to reach a conclusion about the
child's language capabllltles. !

Data Analysis Procedures

9

Chapters III and IV of this report present the results of
four stages of analysis, focusing on:

o descriptive characteristics of the PDC and comparison
samples ’ '

¢ attrition patterns within the samples

characteristics of the instruments in the spring
1978 PDC battery

i




e effects of the PDC program on participatingmdhildfen.

The procedures for these analyses are described briefly below.

'Descriptive Characteristics of the Samples

In order to characterize the eomposition of the PDC and
comparison samples, descriptive statistics were cdmputed for ,
children in these samples at each site and at all sites combined.
These statistics are based on the full sample of children
+ested, but subsequent analyses were carried out on an analytic
sibsample that excluded children who have handicaps likely "
to impair test performance or whose dominant language is not
that of their local testing sample.

Attrition Patterns

Representativeness of remaining samples. Children who
have departed the PDC and comparison samples since fall of
their Head Start year were compared with the children remaining
in the respective samples on a number of background variables
and orf® fall 1976 test scores. . The purpose of this phase of
analysis was to determine whether any selection effect may
be operating that diminishes the representativeness of the
samples remaining. The hypothesis of bias due to attrition
was evaluated by means of t tests .and chi-square analyses.

_Comparability of remaining samples. The remaining PDC
and comparison samples were compared in the same way on the
same dimensions to determine whether they may still be con-
sidered equivalent in terms of their characteristics at the
time of program entry (fall 1976). ‘ '

Characteristics of the Instruments

Because all the instruments in the battery have, in
earlier PDC analyses, passed through at least two screenings
based on psychometric criteria; no further screening was
considered necessary before the data were entered into the
analyses reported here. The psychometric analyses presented
in this report are included mainly for purposes of instrument
definition and documentation. The psychometric properties
reported, on the basis of past and present analyses, include:

e means and standard deviations

e reliability (internal consistency)




) vaiidity

e stability

e sensitivity to change
) ihtercorrelations

e factor structure

@ relevance to "social competence.".

Examination of Treatment Effects

In examining PDC's effects on children, three analytic
'questions were posed: - .

1. Has a group difference [between PDC and comparison
children] arisen since fall of the Head Start year?

2. Has a group difference arisen since spring of the
Head Start year?

two groups?

These questions were addressed by means of analysis of covariance.
and repeated measures analysis of covariance.

In separate analyses, PDC's effects at the classroom
level (as distinguished from the child level) were examined
on.dimensions measured by the original version of the PDC
Classroom Observation System. This version, now superseded
by a new system, was used for the last time in spring 1978.

“

I 3. Is there a difference in the growth curves. of the
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SAMPLE AND OF THE INSTRUMENTS

Characteristics of the Sample

General Description

0

A total of 782 children were .tested at eleven PDC sites
in spring 1978. Table 1 shows the number of children in the
PDC and comparison groups at each site and describes the

/ composition of each group.

Not all of the children tested entered into the analyses

presented in this report; the actual number of children

included in analyses is shown in the far right-hand column

of the table. Excluded from the analysis were children

whose dominant language was other than English (except for

the Spanish-dominant children in California and-'Texas, who
comprise their own analytic groups); also excluded were children
with handicaps likely to impair test performance unduly.

Attrition Patterns

As can be seen in Table 2, the PDC testing sample has been
reduced by 42% since fall 1976, the comparison testing sample
by 29%. Overall, this represents an attrition rate of 36%.
In the first phase of the PDC evaluation we had projected
attrition rates of 37% for the PDC group, 42% for the comparison -
group, and 39% for the two groups combined. Table 3 shows
that movement from the school aréa was the major reason for
sample attrition. The differential attrition of PDC and
comparison children is due to the fact that we continued to
test comparison group children who moved from one local school
to another as long as the new school did not house a PDC program.
When PDC children moved, however, there were few or no other
PDC schools to move to. Thus we did not continue testing
these children, since they were no longer in a PDC program.

In some cases, children who are shown as having left the
sample between fall 1976 and spring 1977 returned.again in
spring 1978. This occurred when children who left the Head
Start program before 1977 testing were located in the "correct"
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Table 1

Descriptive Characteristics of the Sample
Spring 1978
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: PDOC TIF ol 590 0 51 08T (19| [100] 0|21
l CALIFORNIA-English o np 1711 61l 6! 59l 0l35| oll65]35||100! ol 16
| . PDC - Z o000 0 0 0[50 50 [ 0]T00|[ &
l CALIFORNIA-Spanish (., 1oll ofl oliool o ol oll60l40:|| oli00l} 10
PDC T2 T2 76 0 (121 0|40 [ 60| [100] 0][ 22
COLORADO comp | 22|11 9!| o] 64| 036 o050 150][100] 0l} 20
POC 31315025 3 22 | 01/53 747 |[100] 0] 24
l CONNECTICUT comp | a6)| 2|l 831 11] ol 7| o|l41 159 |l100] ol] 4]
, PDC 2015 1Moo 0 0 0 0 1[35 65 [100] 0] 38
FLORIDA comp | 34/ ol 91l 6| ol 3| o]l47 53 100] o0l| 34
l GEORGIA . pDOC 30ll 3t 80l ol ol20] olls57|43|l100] o} 29
— POC e | (a4 052 0|52 48| [To0| 0|22
l comp | 22|| oll14] o] 4|82 0-||50 50 |[100] o0}| 22
| PDC 351251371 91 041 | 3|44 |56 |[100] 0| 24
MARYLAND comp | 30/|23 || 37| 23| 03010 ||47 |53 |{100] 0]} 23
' POC T 371731 6T 37 0136 01/55 45 [100] 0|27
l MICHIGAN comp | 51| 8| 75| 2| olea| 0|55 |45 |[100| o0}| 47
: PDOC 59101 31 55] 041 | 0|45 |55 |[100] O] 18
TEXAS-English comp | 23| ol ol 87 o]13] 0|43 |57 |[100] oOf| 11
. PDC T o1 o0 0 01 0135 65| 0700|717
l TEXAS-Spanish Comp 1911611 oliool ol ol olles 32! ol100{] 16
- PDC 581 T8 | 0T 211 0179 0 [46 .54 |[100] 0| 23
l comp. | 60|l 10|l 7| 12| 7/75] 0||50|50][100] 0}| 54
, PDC 3 7 TTa 0177 151 177 | {51 (49| [100] 0| 29
WASHINGTON Comp 47111311 450 2| 21a9| 2 ||60|40]{{100] 0] a1
POC 561814 0] 019 | 0[5 [46|[100] 0| 28
l WEST VIRGINIA Comp | 26/ 19 || 12| o] 0|88 0|69 31 (100 0f]21
POC 3751 9 361 25 T2 [20 15T | [ 94| 6| 323
TOTALS BY GROUP- comp 1307|| o || 37] 24 1[37 1|53 |47 || 93] 7][359
I TOTALS, ALL GROUPS COMBINED |782|| 9 || 37| 24| 2|36 | 1|51 |49 || 94| 6|[683
l 41n kindergarten year.
bChi]dren who switched language groups from the Head Start to the kindergarten
year were eliminated from the analytic sampie, as were children with serious
l handicaps, based on Head Start year data.




(A

Q

Table 2

Sqmmary of Year-to-Year Attrition?

T pne o COMPARISON ~ —~——~ T
Fall Spring Spring 1976- 1977- 1976~ Fall Spring Spring 1976- 1977- 1976-
1976 1977 1978 1977 1978 1978 1976 1977 1978 1977 1978 1978
N N N % Drop % Drop % Drop N N N % Drop % Drop % Dro
California-English 37 3] 21 16 32 43 25 21 17 16 19 32 )
California-Spanish 7 6 4 14 33 43 15 N 10 27 10 33
Colorado 55 50 25 9 50 55 32 25 22 22 12 3]

" Connecticut 56 53 32 5 40 43 57 54 46 5 17 19
Florida 47 39 40 17 -- 15 39 35 14 10 3 13
Georgia 46 43 30 7 30 35 | mmemeee- No comparison sample, =~=====-=
Towa 50 43 25 14 42 50 54 48 22 1 54 59
Maryland 44 41 32 7 22 27 58 47 30 19 36 48
Michigan 66 58 31 12 47 53 64 58 51 9 12 - 20
Texas-English 26 23 29 12 - - 20 19 23b 5 -- -
Texas-Spanish 38 30 17 18 45 85 17 36 19 3 47 a9
Utah 68 64 28 6 56 59 61 .54 60 12 - 2
Washington 58 52 35 10 33 40 76 61 47 20 23 38
West Virginia 46 38 26 17 32 44 37 34 26 8 24, 30
TOTAL 644 - 572 375 i 34 42 575 503 407 13 19 29

aFigures refer to number of children in the full sample, as distinguished from the reduced analytic sample.

b

kindergarten year.
changed somewhat.

The language dominance c]assificatibn (English/Spanish)
Thus the composition of the English- and Spanish

of 24 children changed from the Head Start to the
-dominant groups in €alifornia and Texas

CRedesignation of group membership in Utah resulted in an 1ncfease in sample size from 1377 to 1978 (see text

for explanation).

/o




Tab1e 377

Summary of Reasons for Attrition

Number of Children Not Tested Due To:

v : Change in | Other
Moving, Continual Testing Group (including no -
Withdrawal Absence Refusal | Designation |permission slip)
1977 1978 {1977 1978 {11977 1978 { 1977 1978 1977 1978
PDC ' 63 ~ 176 2 0 2 0 0 27 4 16
COMPARISON 67 78 2 0 0 0 0 0 56
TOTAL 130 254 4 0 2 -0 0 27
9

13~
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elementary school in 1978.. There were 60 children in all *
who, in this way, left ‘the sample and then returned. All of

~ them had experienced at least three months of the Head Start

program before departure. -

Another situation affecting apparent attrition arose in
Connecticut and Utah. In these sites, PDC and comparison
children attended the same Head Start center and were desig-
nated "PDC" or "comparison" depending on the elementary school
they were likely to attend. However, some of the "PDC"
children went on to comparison schools and vice-versa. Since
there had been no fundamental difference in the Head Start
experiences of these two groups in either site, children who
moved on to PDC and comparison schools were classified as
members of those respective samples regardless of their original
designation. These were the only instances in which children
who switched groups were retained in the study.

A final note on attrition and its implications: although
the attrition rate is somewhat lower than projected overall,
among PDC chi'ldren it is higher than we had estimated (42%
instead of 37%). Added to this is the fact that an entire
site, West Virginia, ceased participating in the program
after the spring 1978 data were collected. Thus the number
of PDC children likely.to remain in the sample through. the )
end of grade 3 is now almost certainly smaller than our earlier
(March 1977) projection of 258. Our estimates at this point
suggest a final PDC sample size of about 220--an average of
about 20°'PDC children' per site. The size of the comparison
sample at the end of grade 3 is likely to be larger than this,
given current trends. In our judgment, these reduced samples

will still be adequate for purposes of the evaluation.

Attrition's effects on group comparability. Attrition,
beyond reducing sample size, can also have the effect of
altering the group equivalence so important to long-term
comparative studies like PDC. To examine this possibility,
we conducted a series of analyses to assess the differences
between the remaining PDC and comparison samples on major
background characteristics and on performance measures obtained
at the time of the children's entry into Head Start. The
results of these analyses (chi-square tests for categorical
variables, t tests for metric variables) are shown in Table 4
for the English-dominant analytic sample. On only two of
the dimensions examined, POCL-1 and POCL-2, do the PDC and
comparison groups differ significantly, and these differences
are rather small (.14 standard deviations in the first case,
.25 in the second). Furthermore, when all fall 1976 test
Scores are taken jointly as dependent variables in a multivariate




Table 4

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

(Ehglish—Dominaﬁt<Analgtic Sampie)

~ . , PDC Samcle .| Comparison Sample
I Sprirnz [ 72 Srrinz 1973

|
|
I

N (approximate) 3 . 303 333

Background Chatracteristics g
Ethnicity (%)

1 Black , 42 42
i Hispanic ' 17 15
American Indian/Native American , 2 2
White ‘ : ) 37 40
l Asian/Pacific Islander 2 . ]
Sex (%) ..
Male 47 48
l Female ‘53 52
Prior Preschool (%) : . |
Yes 14 18
I No 86 82
Age (months) 53.67 -~ 53.79
l Number of Siblings 1.96 . 1.80
Mother's Education M. 11.13
I Test Scones (Fall 1976) .
BSM-English . 9.28 9.47
I WPPSI ‘, 4.84 5.07
Verbal Fluency 6.41 6.41
Verbal Memory-1 12.99 13.68
I Verbal Memory-3 2.60 2.76
Arm Coordination 3.43 3.61 .
I Draw-A-Child 3.95 3.96 K
PIPS : 2.03 2.15
l POCL-1: "Task Orientation” 32.43 34.00*
POCL-2: "Sociability" ) 12.53 13.47*

I *pDC-comparison group difference.on this‘variable significant with p < .1C (two-tailed).

Note: The PDC;comparison difference on all test scores taken jointly (MANQVA) is
I not statistically significant (p > .10).
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analysis of variance, the difference between the profiles of
the two groups does not approach statistical significance.
And as Table 5 shows, the results of the same analyses for
the Spanish-dominant analytic sample were equally positive
(though it must '.e noted that the small size of the Spanish-

~ dominant sample does not provide high power to detect group

differences, should they exist).

All in all, the match that was accomplished between PDC
and comparison groups in fall 1976 has withstood the effects
of attrition, and group comparability remains excellent, at
least for the English-dominant analytic sample. As for the
Spanish-dominant analytic sample, our results suggest the same
conclusion but we cannot state that conclusion with the same
confidence, due to the low power of inference we command with

that sample.

.Attrition's effects on group representativeness. Attri-
tion, whether it alters group comparability or not, can .
potentially affect the representativeness of the remaining
groups. For example, if families of higher socioeconomic status
were more mobile, then their children would be likelier to
leave the PDC and comparison samples. If the trend were equal
in both groups, thic change in representation would not be
revealed by analyses of the comparability of the present groups.
Thus, to examine this additional contingency, we contrasted the
children who have remained in the analytic samples through
spring 1978 with those who have left, using the same
dependent measures used in analyses of comparability.. The
.results of these analyses are displayed in Tables 6 and 7.

On the basis of the evidence given, we can conclude once again
that attrition has not biased the remaining samples: for the
PDC and comparison groups alike in the English- and Spanish-
dominant samples, there are very few.statistically significant
differences on the dependent measures, taken one at a time.

And when the dependent measures %Y re examired jointly in multi-
variate analyses of variance, there are no indications whatever
of significant differences between the profiles of the remaining
and departing groups. This conclusion holds for all four series
of analyses performed: on the English-dominant PDC group,

the English-dominant comparison group, the Spanish-dominant PDC
group, and the Spanish-dominant comparison group.

»t this point, then, we can be confident in assuming that
the remqining samples are representative of the original samples,
establiqhed in fall 1976. Thus conclusions based on the
experience of the present samples can be-generalized to the
Head Start population from which the PDC and comparison group

children ‘were drawn.
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l Table 5 .
a Comparability of Remammg PDC and Comparison Chﬂdren
' on Baseline (Fall 1976) Characteristics
. (Spanish-Dominaat -Aralytic Sample) o
l PDC Sample ] Comparison ’Sample
l “Snring 21373 Sorins 1372
: N (approximate) . ' ’ 21 . 26
I Background Characteristics
Ethnicity (%) N
Black q 0
l * Hispanic - «2 700 100
American Ind1an/Nat1Ve American e ' Q
.| White Q ? 0
l Asian/Pacific Islander 0 0
Sex (%) ' \
Male . ° 62 39
l Female 38 62 ‘.
Prior Preschool (%) -
) Yes : 14 ' 35
I 1 No , ‘ v . 86 ' 65
- Age (months) 54.81 55.65
J | tumber of sibiings __ 2.38 A 3.08
: Mother's Education . 6.41 - 5.57
l Teat Scones (Fallf 1976)
BSM-English , 17 2.25
l BSM-Spanish - 12.75 12.50
WPPSI 8.71 7.00
l Yerbal Fluency 4.40 5.00 -
Verbal Memory-1 13.43 12.77
Verbal Memory-3 2.25 2.58
I Arm Coordination 4.24 4.46
Draw-A-Child 4.25 4.69
l PIPS 1.95 1.92
- POCL-1: "Task Orientation” 30.10 31.35
l POCL-2: "Sociability" 11.33 12.42
l Note: The PDC-comparison difference on all var1ab1es singly and on all test scores
jointly (MANOVA) is nonsignificant (p > .10), -
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Repre§entativeness of Remaining PDC and Comparison Children
with Respect to Original (Fall 1976) Groups
(English-Dominant Analytic Sample) '

-

e

PDC

¥

Comparison

Children Remaining
in Testing Sample

_iChildren Departing
from Testing Sample

Children Remaining
in Testing Sample

Children Departing
from Testing Samp]eL

N (approxzmate)

Backggpund Chanacten&AthA

- 303

Ethnicity (%)'ﬂ )

Black

Hispanic

American Indian/Nat1ve
American

White

Asian/Pacific Islander

Sex (%)
Male
Female

_Prior Preschool (%)

Yes
_No

Age (mogths)
Number of Siblings
Mother's Edutation

Test Sconres (Fw: 1976) .

. BSM- Eng]ish

WPPSI

Rl Verbal Fluency

47
4
53.68

- 1.96
11.02

9.28
4.84
6.41

T a0b

v 22

.47

1115

35

40
53

12
88

53.43
1.77

9.40
5.11.
5.,39%

-
»

333

42
15

40

48
52

18
- 82
53.79
1.80

11.13

9.47
5.07 °
6.41

160 .

47
53

1*
89

53.68

1.99

11.14

9,58

5.11

6.25

-

*bifference on this variable between remaining and departing groups significant with p <

27

¥

10 (tWo-tailed).

N
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Table 6 -

Verbal Memory -1
Verbal Memory-3

_Arm Coordinatidh

Draw-A-Child

PIPS

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

(continued)
____PoC ' A Comparison
Children Remaining SCh11dren Departing | Children Remainini Children Departing )
in Testing Sample 1 from Testing Sample| in Testing Samp]e; from Testing Sample
T :
12.99 5 12.19 13.68 i 13.90
2.60 ! 2.70 . 2.76, 5 2.54
3.43 ; 3.46 3.61 A RV
3.95 ' 3.88 ‘ 3.96 5 4.30
2.03 ; 1.89 2.15 ; 2.05
32.43 5 32.89 34.00 f 32.35+
12.53 0 12.76 - 13.47 | 12.46*
= : ; )

*Difference on this variable between remaining and departing groups significant with p<.10 (two—tafled).

Note: The difference between remainin
: is nonsignificant (p > .10).

g and departing children on all test scores taken Jointly (MANOVA)
This is true for both the PDC and comparison groups. :
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Table 7

Represe1tat1veness of Remaining PDC and Compar1son Children

with Respect to Original (Fall 1976) Groups
(Spanish-Dominant Analytic Sample)

PDC

Compar1son

Children Remaining
in Testing Sample

'Ch11dren Departing
'from Testing Samp]e

Children Remaining 'Ch11dren Departing

in Testing Sample

i From Testing Sample

N (approximate)

Background Characieristics

Ethnicity (%)
Black’
Hispanic

~ American Indian/Native

American
White
Asian/Pacific Islander

Sex (%)
Male
Female

Prior Preschool (%)
Yes .
No

Age (months)

Number. of Siblings
Mother's Education
Test Scones (Fatl 1976)
BSM-English
BSM-Spanish

WPPSI

Verbal Fluency

Verbal Memory-1
Verbal Memory-3

21

14
86

54.81
2.38
6.41

7
12.75
8,71
4.40
13.43
2.25

b s = ———— - ——— - ——— . —— - - — A ——— - — - ——— - — o= ]
.

13

15
85

-55.08
1.33*

3.00*
13.18
7.23
3.00
13.00
2.23

26

35
65

55.65
3.08
5.57

2.25
12.50
7,00
5.00
12.77
2.58

— — ——_— - ———— " . A = - ———— - — —— i — " Y . —— . - " 4 -
.

11

55
45

55.82

2.18
6.55

4.83
10.36
5.55
5.64
13.00
1.82

*Difference on this variable between remaining and departing groups significant with p <

.10 (two-tailed).
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Table 7
(continued)

—

PDC Comparison

Children Remaining iChildren Departing |Children Remaining 1Children Departing
in Testing Sample | from Testing Sample|in Testing Sample i from Testing Sample

: i
Arm Coordination 4.24 i 4.13 4.46 | 3.03
Draw-A-Child 4.25 i 4.25 4.69 ; 4.45
PIPS | 1.95 ! 1.67 1.92 § 2.09
POCL-1: “"Task Orientation" 30.10 E 26.62 31.35 E 30.18
POCL-2: "Sociability" 11.33 i 10.15 . 12.42 i 12.55
] |

*Differe:te on this variable between remaining and departing groups significant with p < .10 (two-tailed).

N Note: The difference between remaining and departing children on all test scores taken jointly (MANOVA)
= is nonsignificant (p > .10). This is true for both the PDC and comparison groups.
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Characteristics of the Child Measures

Review of Past Findings
&

One of the major tasks ‘of Phase 1 of the PDC evaluation
was to examine the adegquacy of each of the instruments in
the PDC battery. Criteria were set regarding critical measure-
ment properties, and the suitability of each instrument was
judged against its showing on these criteria. On this basis,
a number of instruments were deleted from the’battery or
revised. The instruments that were retained constituted a
battery that, in our judgment, satisfied most or all of the
conditions that could reasonably be applied. A summary of.
past psychometric findings is given in Table 8. Descriptions
of the instruments themselves appear in Appendix A.

Revision of the PDC Child Rating Scale

The Child Rating Scale (CRS), as administered in 1976,
1977, and 1978, has consisted of 39 items, all revolving around
the child's behavior 'as observed bv the classroom teacher.
Before proceeding with this year's analysis of CRS data, we
undertook to determine whether it would be possible in the
future to reduce the number of items while retaining the
integrity of the scale, thereby reducing the rating burden
on the teacher without diminishing the measure's utility to
the evaluation. The analyses aimed at reducing the CRS pro-
ceeded in several steps, described. below.

1. 1In the past, factor analysis of the 39-item CRS
has consistently yielded six fairly stable factors.
Analyses of PDC-comparison differences on the CRS
have been based upon scale scores formed by summing
each child's ratings on the items associated with
each of the six factors. The first step in our
reduction procedure was to determine which of the
items in each of these scales were the best pre-
dictors of the total scale score. We began with
CRS data from spring 1977, allowing for independent
replication of the results later with spring 1978
data. Using regression techniques, we selected
the smallest set of items that predicted each of
the six factor scores with at least 90% precision
(R2 > .90). These sets, which turned out to consist
of only 17 items in all, represented reduced versions
of the six empirically determined scales.

22 k}()




Table 8

Summary of the Psychometric Characteristics of the Battery in Fall 1976 and Spring 1977
(Based on Data for Children in the Analytic Sample)

.

e Sensitivity to ' Relationszipfto 5(1)C“] com-
Internal Consistency change: Was actual petence: ¥ of variance ac-
: Stability X e counted for by "social com-
. _nbach’s Al;.)ha) —{ Validity: Acceptable(Fall-spring sg;;ngtggagp;m;han Factor Structure {petence" criteria beyond
MEASURE Falll 1976 | Spring 1977 evidence? c_tJ.rr_eliaEion) E.e‘aﬂjz’,w- ‘FaH 1976 Sg_ring 1977 Ha,c_k,g['ﬂl_’[‘?__"ﬁi"_b].es {s77)
ENGLISH-DOMINANT CHILDREN
BSM-English .84 - -. .83 yes N no 2 1 .07
BSM-Spanisn .95 .94 d d - d d d d
Verbal Fluency .76 76 - yes .49 yes 1 1 19
Verbal Memory-1 .85 : .62 yes .51 yes 1 1 13
Verbal Hemory-3 .82 .81 yes .47 yes 1 1 .20
Draw-A-Child .84 8 yes .54 yes 2 1 N
Arm Cdordination .65 .69 yes .43 yes 3 4 .03
PIPS a a yes .38 d I 1 12
POLL-1: "Task Orientation" .95 .95 d .44 d 1 3
POCL-2: "Sociability" .90 .87 d .43 d 1 3 o
CRS-1: "Friendliness" c .85 d- c d d 2
CRS-2: "Aggressiveness” c .84 d c d d 3
| CRS-3: “Perseverance"” c .89 d c d d 2
CRS-4: Independence" (o 717 d (o d d 4 3
F: CRS-5: "Self-Assurance" c .91 d c d d 2
CRS-6: “Resourcefulness” c. .74 d c d d 2
SPANISH-DOMINANT CH1LDREN . :
BSM-English .93 .90 d .90 d f f
BSM-Spanish .86 .70 yes .59 d 2 1 f
Verbal Fluency .81 .76 yes .52 d 1 1 f
Verbal Memory-1 .89 .85 yes .69 d 1 ] f
Verbal Meinory-3 .84 .78 yes .39 d 1 1 f
Draw-A-Child .78 .69 ) yes .39 d 1 1 f
Arin Coordination .73 VAl yes .24 d 3 2 f
PIPS a a yes 17 d 2° 1 f
-POCL-1: "Task Orientation” .96 .94 yes .39 d 2 2 f .
. POCL-2: "Sociability" .96 .90 yes .39 d 2 2 f
[N SRS S U ——
a . . , . ) :
bCons1sts of a single composite item, thus internal consistency coefficient cannot be computed.
“PThe subscales of the Child Rating Scale have been reconstituted since the analyses summarized here were dore.
CNot administered in the fall.
dNot analyzed. ’
e ) .
These columns show which measures loaded on each of the factors (1, 2, 3, etc.) emerging from the various
factor analyses. :
Small sanpie size did not permit this analysis for the Spanish-dominant sample. 3

Q PN
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2. We then factor analyzed these 17 items to determine
; whether the same six-factor structure would emerge.
Only three factors were actually found, but they
bore a logical relationship to their "ancestor"

factors that seemed to support the assumption

that they adequately represented the original struc-
ture (just as factor analysis reduces a complex
data structure to a simpler pattern).

3. We calculated internal consistency (Cronbach's
alpha) coefficients for each reduced scale and found
that all coefficients exceeded .75, indicating adequate
homogeneity of the scales' constituent items.

4. Using scores based on the six scales of the full 39-
item CRS we performed regression analyses to deter-
mine the relationship between these six scores and
children's scores on all other tests in the PDC
battery. (These are the analyses we have presented
in the past under the rubric "relationship to social
competence.") Next, we performed parallel analyses
using the three scale scores yielded by the reduced
version of the CRS. We then compared the coefficients
of determination (R? values) obtained in these
parallel analyses to learn how much predictive pre-
cision would be lost if we relied in the future
on the reduced 17-item version rather than the original
39-item version. Typically, precision'was'reduced
by a margin of cnly 1 or 2% (e.g., from an R2 value -
of .19 to a value of .18 or .1l7).

5. PFinally, turning to spring 1978 data, we assembled
scores on the three reduced scales based on the
17-item version. Factor analyses of these items
replicated the factor structure found in spring 1977
data. Internal consistency coefficients based on
1978 data also paralleled those of the preceding year.

. Having arrived at a version of the CRS that reduced the
number of constituent items by more than half while sacrificing
only slight predictive power, we decided to use the reduced
version as .the basis for analysis in thdis and future reports.
Thus for this report we have constructed 1977 and 1978 CRS
scores for each child that are based only on the 17 items

that comprise the iéduced version of the CRS, even though
teachers completed the 39-item version in those years. From
spring 1979 through spring 1981, the CRS form that teachers
complete will consist of the 17 items referred to here plus
three more, hypothetically related to an "academic moiivation"
factor. These were added to provide coverage of a dimension

of behavior that was not explicitly represented on. the original
CRS. All 20 items of the new CRS are presented in Table 9.

24 33 _ -
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Table 9
Item Clusters Produced by Factor Analyses
of the Child Rating Scale®

Item No. on Revised 17-
item CRS CRS-1: "Self-Assurance"

1 ‘ , Show§ self-confidence

5 Shows respect for or tolerance of
others' ideas and behavior or looks

Is easily distracted when doing a task

Attempts to solve social problems with
little adult assistance

Gets the attention of peers appropriately

Returns to unfinished tasks after
interruption

Cooperates and shares with others

Recognizes others' feelings, responds
appropriately

Enjoys tasks he/she chooses

Has a desire to master all kinds of
skills

Talks freely to children

CRS-2: "Aggressiveness"

Shows verbal dislike or hostility-
to others

Uses words or wits to try to influence
others

Uses physical force to try.to control others

Competés with othe}s for toys, attention,
achievement

CRS-3: "Deperidence"
' A
Is controlled or influénced by others

Imitates others or follows them around

3Three more items have been added t0'thpse‘that emerged from empirical analysis of
~ the original CRS, to represgnt an "academic motivation" .factor:

4. Is motivated toward académic performance
9. Completes assignments -
12., Is alert and interagted in school work

f




Psychometrig Analvses of Spring 1978 Data

Score distributions. Table 10, gives the means and stan-
dard deviations of each measure used in the: 1978 battery.
These statistics are based Jupon data drawn from the samples

gél

of PDC and comparison chilfiren who have remained in the
evaluation through sprin 978. (Some of these children were
not tested cn some measures in fall 1976 or spring 1977, even
though they were present, thus the sample sizecs for those
years tend to be smaller than they are for 1978.)

The year-to-vear status of PDC and comparison children
on these measures is represented graphically in Figures la
to 1g (for the English-dominant sample) and Za to 2g (for
the Spanish-dominant sample). To allow comparison from measure
to measure and from year to year, each of the group means
graphed has been converted to a z score that is based upon
the overall mean and standard deviation for that measure in
its first administration (fall 1976 for most of the measures;
spring 1977 for the Child Rating Scale scores; the PIAT had
never been administered before spring 1978).!

The graphs presented in Figures 1 and 2 allow examination
of the relative overall status of PDC and comparison children
at any timepoint on any measures in the battery. The graphs
also depict changes over time in level of performance relative
to earlier performance. Thus an "uphill" curve indicates

lThe means plotted are standardized according to the formula:

i = treatment group (PDC/comparison),

= assessment period (fall 1976, spring 1977, spring 1978),

J

2z = standardized mean,

X = raw score mean, '

i '= raw score mean for PDC and comparison groups, combined,
o in baseline year, and

S'= standard deviation for PDC and comparison groups,

combined’, in baseline year.




. . s Table 10 . : &
) co ‘ 'Means and Standard Deviations of ¢hild Measures for Three Timepoints ;
{' Fall 1976, Spring 1977 and Spring 1978 (Based on Chi]dren Still Present in 1978) S
e : Fa11‘1976 'Springi1977 Spring 1978” | :
: ) Measures . N  Mean SD N  Mean_ SD ¥ Mean . SD
- ENGLISH-DOM.NANT CHTLDREN o .
| BSM-English : 635 9,38 4.27 | 595 10.26 4.01 636  11.93 3.09
. BSM-Spanish - 15 6.40 5.97 { 9 4.78 4.29 19 7.26 6.26
” Verbal Fluency 626 6.4 4.98 | 596 9.34 5.73 | 636 14.57 5.60
Verbal Memory-1 635 13.35 6.47 | §97 14,83 6.57 | 636 18.22 5.31
Verbal Memory-3 - - ‘1631 2.68 2.55 | 593 3.87 2.74°| 636 5.75  2.54
Arm Coordination .- 1625 3.53 3.04 | 596 4.57 3.35 | 636 - 8.11 4.66
Draw-A- Ch11d ‘ 626 3.96 2.85 | 597 5.69 2.67 | 636. 7.63 1.80
PIPS’ : 627 2.09 1.65 | 596 2.66 1.77 | 636 3.7% .1.69
PIAT-Math? a : 615 13.40 3.96 “
- PIAT-Reading N : 600 "15.42 4.30 .
POCL-1: "Task Orientation" | 636 33.26 9.40 | 565 34.37 9.74 | 595 36.84 8.57 e
POCL-2: "Sociability" b 636 13.02 3.87 | 565 13.46 3.82 | 595 13.42 3.68) ﬂ// :
N CRS-T: "Self-Assurance"p j 524 35.89  6.95 | 553 35.18  7.71 o
~ CRS-2: "Aggressiveness" ' 544 11.62° 3.03 | 574 11.53  3.56
CRS-3: "Dependence"P ' . 546  5.72 1.59 | 572 5.46 1.84
SPANISH-DOMINANT CHTLDREN ‘ _ '
- BSM-English : 14 1.36 3.41 -7 4.57 3.74 36 8.50 4.13
BSM-Spanish : 46 12.61 4.12 43 12.81 2.33 46 13.13 2.45
Verbal Fluency 46 4.74 4.37 45 7.42 4.35 47 9.47 3.63
Verbal Memory-1 , 47 13.06 7.34 45 16.38 6.66 47 18.26 6.57
Verbal Memory-3 46 2.43 2.46 45 4.18 2.67 46 5.11  2.78{ - -
Arm Coordination 46 4.37 3.83 | 45 5.94 3.70 | 47 9.25 4.74 -
Draw-A—Ch;]d' : 46 4.50 2.28 45 6.44 1.97 47 7.70 . 2.04 '
PIAT-Math o | 26 11.92 3704
PIAT-Reading® 26 10.54, 4.4
PIPS . 46 1.93 1.3] 45 3.07 1.89 47 4.00 1.86
_POCL-1: "Task Orientation" 47 30.79 10.15| 45 37.53 - 8.71 4 42 35.93  8.43
POCL-2: "Sociability” 47 11.94 3.82 45 13.40 4.05 42 13.17 3.18
CRS-1: "Self-Assurance" b K 4 f38f25 4.79 41 34.73  5.63
CRS-2: "Aggressiveness" ; ‘ ¢4 710.25 2.36 4 45 10.94 2.74
CRS-3: "Dependence“b ' / 4 5.25 0.96 | " 45 6.04 1.59

%he PIAT was first given -in spr1ng 1978

[ERJ?:; bThe Child Rat1ng Scale 1s on}y admin1stered in the spring, thus there are no fall 1976 figures. 40




Figure 13

Plot of PDC and Comparison Grouﬁ Means on Measures in the
/ Fall 1976, Spring 1977, and Spring 1978 Hatteries
(English-Dominant Analytic Sample)
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data for all timepoints shown.
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Figure 1b
Plot of PDC and Comparison Group Means on Measures ir :he-

Fall 1976, Spring 1377, and Soring 1973 Batteries
(English-Dominant Analytic Sample)
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Figure 1c¢

Plot of PDC and Comparison &roun Means on Measures in the- A
Fall 1976, Spring 1977, and Spring 1978 Batteries
(English-Dominant Analytic Sample)
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' Figure 1d /
Plot of PDC and Coméarison Group Means on Measures in the
' Fall 1976, Soring 1977, and Spring 1978 Batteries
(English-Dominant Analytic Sample)
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Figure le

Plot of PDC and Comparison Group Means on Measurds in‘the
Fall 1976, Spring 1977, and Spring 197§ Batteries '
(English-Dominant Analytic Sampiie)
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Figure 1f

Plot of PDC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the
Fall 1976, Spring 1577, and Spring 1978 Batteries
(English-Dominant Analytic Sample)
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Figure 1g

Plot of PDC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the
Fall 1976, Spring 1977, and Spring 1978 Batteries
(English-Dominant Analytic Sample) ’
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Figure 2 a

P]oL_of PDC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the
;a]] 1976, Spring 1377, and Spring 1978 3atteries
(Spanish-Dominant Analytic Sample)
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Figure 2b

Plot of PDC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the .
Fall 1976, Spring 1977, and Soring 1978 Batteries
(Spanish-Dominant Analytic Sample)

VEABAL MEMOAY-1

Note: Each of the means plotted is standardized with reference to fall 1976
scores on the same measure (see text for technical detail and explanation of
exceptions). The means for each variable are based on cases with complete
~Q data for all timepoints shown.
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Figure 2c¢

Plot of PDC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the
Fall 1976, Spring 1977, and Soring 1678 Batteries
(Spanish-Dominant Analytic Sample)
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data for all timepoints shown. :
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. Note:
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Figure 2d

Plot of PDC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the
Fall 1976, Spring 1977, and Soring 1978 Batteries
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- Figure 2 e

Plot of PDC and Comparison Group Means on Measures in the,
Fall 1976, Spring 1977, and Sporing 1978 Batteries v
(Spanish-Dominant Analytic Sample)
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Figure 2/f
Plot of POC and Comparison Group\Means on Measures in thé
Fall 1976, Spring 1977, and ﬁpring 1678 Batteries
(Spanish-Dominant Analytic Sample) '
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Plot of PDC and Comparison Group Meaﬁs on Measures in the
Fall 1976, Spring 1977, and Soring 1978 Batteries
(Spanish-Dominant Analytic Sample)
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year-to-year growth on the measure ilustrated. And since
all the means are standardized, growth curves for one measure
can be compared with growth curves for others (the "hill"

is steeper for some). Note, however, that-the group means
plotteéd represent children's scores unadjusted for other
factors (such as age, sex, Or covariates related to test
performance). . In the analyses of program impact presented
later in this report, adjustments have been made for a number
of other factors extraneous to the effect of the PDC program.

“ Internal consistency. Table 11 presents internal consis-
tency (Cronbach's alpha) coefficients for each measure in the
spring 1978 battery. For the English-dominant analytic sample,
all these. coefficients continue to exceed our criterion of
.65, indicating that each one remains an adequately homogeneous
measure of a central construct. In the Spanish-dominant sample,
‘coefficients have dropped below the criterion level for BSM-
Spanish, Verbal Fluency, and the "Dependence" scale of the CRS.

"~ Examination of the standard deviations of these measures
(refer back to Table 10) reveals that they are lower in every
case for the Spanish-dominant than for the English-dominant
sample. And for the Spanish-dominant children, the standard
deviations of BSM=-Spanish and Verbal Fluency tend to be lower
than they have been in past years. Thus the low reliability
coefficients may reflect a condition of diminishing variation
on these measures for Spanish-dominant children. And this,
in turn, may be a consequence of diminishing sample size.

The small size of the Spanish-dominant -sample presents a
general problem that will be discussed later in this report.

Stability. Although we have established no criterion that
calls for a high correlation of scores from one testing period
to another, these test-retest coeﬁficients (Table 12) add to
what we know about the properties ©f each measure, and thus
constitute useful documentation. ‘

Relationship to "social competence."” As in analyses of
spring 1977 data, we examined the relationship of each measure
in the spring 1978 battery to a set of measures established
as proxy criteria for social competence. (Only children from
the English-dominant analytic sample entered into these analyses,
due to sample size considerations.) The criteria consisted
of the two subscales of the POCL ("Task Orientation" and
"Soci »ility") and the three subscales of the revised Child
Rating Scale ("Self-Assurance," "Aggressivcness," and "Depen-
dence”). The rationale for selection of these criteria was
that a broad range of the child's characteristics--social,
emotional, cognitive, linguistic, and psychomotor--is spanned
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Table N | '

Reliability of Child Measures®:
Cronbach's Alpha (Internal Consistency)
PDC Spring 1978 Data

Measures ' English-Dominant Children Spanish-Dominant Children

COGNITIVE- LANGUAGE N o N o
BSM-EngHshb 636 .74 36 .85
BSM-Spanish 14 .95 46 .56
Verbal Fluency 636 .68 47 .51
Verbal Memory-1 636 .73 47 .87
Verbal Memory-3 636 .75 46 .79

> Draw-A-Child 636 .68 47 .75
PSYCHOMOTOR
Arm Coordination 636. .72 47 VA

SOCIAL-EMOTTONAL |
POCL-1: "Task Orientation" . 595 .92 42 .97

POCL-2: "Sociability" 595 .87 42 .93
CRS-1: "Self-Assurance" 620 .90 21 .85
CRS-2: "Aggressiveness" 652 77 22 .84
CRS-3: "Dependence" . 649 .78 21 .55

qThree instruments are not included: the Preschool Interpersonal Problem Solving Test and the Peabody
Individual Achievement Test (Reading &nd Math subtests) do not lend themselves to computation of alpha,
and the reliability of the Classroom Observation System was determined differently.

bTexas and California only (Eilingual/bicu]tural demonstration sites).
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Table 12

Stability (Test-Retest Correlations) of the Child Measures at Three Timepoints:
Fall 1976, Spring 1977 and Spring 1978

English-Dominant Children Spanish-Dominant Children
F76-S77 S77-S78  F76-S78 F76-S77 S77-S78 F76-S78
Measures U "tt "tt Ttt U "tt it it

COGNTITIVE-LANGUAGE . \

BSM-English 595 75 .69 .61 6 .64 .62 .50

BSM-Spanish 5 .88 .96 94 (41 .60 74 .38

Verbal Fluency : . 586 .48 .52 .36 |45 .62 .23 1

Verbal Memory-1 596 .49 .49 .38 |45 .67 .53 .42

Verbal Memory-3 588 .49 .33 30 |43 .55 .30 A1
- Draw-A-Child 587 .56 .42 42 145 .27 .27 .10
'~

PSYCHOMOTOR

Arm Coordination 585 .42 .40 .34 |45 .31 .40 .51

SOCTAL-EMOTIONAL

PIPS . 587 41 .32 20 |45 1 .23 -.03

POCL-1: "Task Orientation" 528 .42 .36 A9 |40 .49 A7 .26

POCL-2: "Sociability" 528 .44 .39 .25 |40 .39 14 .26

CRS-1: "Self-Assurance"? 464 .40 insufficient sample

CRS-2: "Aggressivengss“a 495 .32 insufficient sample

CRS-3:. "Dependence" 497 .08 insufficient sample

4The Child Rating Scale was not administered in fall, thus a test-retest coefficient can be computed
for spring time points only.
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when the teacher and tester assess the child's social behavior,
and that these ratings thus reflect the integration of the
elements of social competence--the configuration of traits

that contribute to the child's everyday effectiveness.

The procedure followed in these analyses was to regress
each separate measure from the spring 1978 battery on a set
of predictors consisting of the proxy social competence
criteria (the scales of the POCL and CRS) plus age, sex, and
ethnicity (included as covariates). Interpretation of the
results focused on the degree to which the "social competence"
criteria contributed to prediction of test scores beyond .
the prediction obtained using the covariates alone. The greater
the predictive value of the proxy criteria, the greater the
apparent relevance of the dependent measure to the construct
of social competence.

All the measures examined bore a statistically significant
relationship to the criteria, as can be seen in-'Table 13.
Fairly strong relationships were found for Verbal Fluency,
Verbal Memory-3, PIAT-Math, and PIAT-Reading. Moderate rela-
tionships were found for Verbal Memory-1 and Draw-a-Child.

The criteria were rather weakly'related to the remaining
measures: BSM-English, Arm Coordination, and PIPS.

Correlations among measures. For the sake of further
documenting the psychometric properties: of the measures,
Table 14 presents a matrix of intercorrelations for the
English-dominant sample. Table 15 presents a corresponding
matrix for the Spanish-dominant sample.

Factor structure. In Tables 16 and 17, the relationships
depicted in the correlation matrices are reduced to a smaller
number of common factors found to underlie the English and
Spanish batteries. For the English-dominant sample,- five
factors emerged. The first, which might be labeled "general
cognitive," consists primarily of BSM-English, Draw-a-Child,
PIAT-Math, and PIAT-Reading. The second factor consists
mainly of two of the CRS scaless "Self-Assurance" and "Depen-
dence." Since the second measure is negatively loaded, the
factor may essentially represent a broader measure of self-
assurance than is contained in CRS-1 alone. Factor 3 is based
mainl® on Verbal Fluency, Verbal Memory-1l, Verbal Memory-3,
and P.PS. These all share an emphasis of linguistic fluency,
and, indeed, "linguistic fluency" might be an appropriate
name for the third factor. Factor 4 consists of the two sub-
scales of the POCL, and perhaps represents the "halo" common
to these two measures, which are aggregates of ratings assigned
by the same tester. Arm Coordination and the "Aggressiveness"
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e N U W o N W W N W W
Relationship of "Social Competence" Criteria and Background Variables to Test Scores of Kindergarten dre o

% of variance accounted for -
‘by "social competence" cri- |Significant predictors

7 of variance accounted

for jointly by "social ;
Test Y teria beyond background (p<.05) & their partial
(N = 479) gg?ﬁgiﬁgﬁg vg:}:g?;: & variables correlations with test scores
v ' Variable Partial
BSM-English J24%** . Ethnicity -.41
POCL-2 .10
Age .10
Verbal Fluency : POC! -1 19
POCL-2 , .13
CRS-1 2
Verbal Memory-1 ' . POCL-1 . .18
Verbal Memory-3 ‘ , : 1 PocL-1 .22
Age 15
Arm Coordihation . Sex .29
: Age .18
Ethnicity .18
Draw-A-Child REEL ‘ .08** CRS-1 .21
Sex .10
Age .09 |
PIPS .04% .04% CRS-1 .10 L
PIAT-Math  25k* 13 Ethnicity -.28 .
‘ pPoCL-1 .24 |
CRS-1 19 E
Age .16
PIAT-Reading L21%% L 15%* POCL-1 .27
CRS-1. .20
Ethnicity _ -.20
Age ’ .10
KEY : .
*probabi]ity of associated F ratio < .05 POCL-1: TTas§ gr%?ntat1on" |
0CL-2: "Sociability" E
o “*probability of associated F ratio - .0001 ERSE1: " Sggf-assurgnce" | :
IERJ!: ' CRS-2: " Aggressiveness" , . -
E— 63 CRS-3: “Dependence" 0t : |




i

Table 14-

IntercorreTation® of Child Measures for English-Dominant Children®
PDC Spring 1978 Data =

Verbal Fluency
Verbal Memory-1
Verbal Memory-3

[Coordination

BSM-English
BSM-Spanish

i
CHILD MEASURES g -

| Draw-A-Child
' PIAT-Math
| PIAT-Reading

\lArm

i

BSM-English -.03 .08 . . .09
836 636 | & 553
- .2 .07 . . Al
BSM-Spanish 183 190 19 12,
.25 .14 .27 . .25
§ Verbal Fluency 636 536 615 : | 53
3 | 22 01 21 | 19
= Verbal Memory-1 (’336 ; Z;,'zo; : :l‘:.?
] e 4
i b oy .
E Verbal Memory-3 b.]SS ; . ; ; ) o ; J.‘ﬁg i : ,,],g
§ Uraw-A-Child bi? ; ; ; - ; ; ; (.}]f(]? : ‘23
Al e e el || e e
r ST T T T
PIAT-Reading SRy ' ; . ' el 9
psyao] "‘ .03 | .20 Tl o ] .o 09 | .o | - 03 | .09 | o0 | om0 | .08 |-.M
10708 | Arm Coordination 636 | 19 636 636 636 | 636 615 | 60u 636 | 6ok 505 b4 574 | 572
PIPS .08 .07 .27 .21 .18 .1 .10 .12 .03 -- 13 13 A5 7 .03, -.1N
A eas | 19 | 636 636 |_ 636 | 6av 615 | Auu 636 5ub 595 553 574 572 |
” W1, w . - A3 | .56 .33 .23 33 | .4 34 | .35 .09 A3 | - .51 .27 {-.04 |-.16 |
2 POCL-1: "Task Orientation sys | 15 595 | 595 | 595 | 69% 625 | 80l 595 | 595 sas | n1s | 836 | 885 |
- Lo f1it gt .21 .26 .26 .09 .21 .09 24 .20 .01 3 .51 - .06 .20 .00 |
2 POCL-2: "Sociability 95 | 15 595 | 595 | 595 | 95 brs | sl 595 595 | bus 614 a0 | 535
' ' 8 | ‘ ' I ST
% s |0 0 ||l e e e e e
b S S, c uor e ST FRCLA U GRS Y S 2 UCILII R L LSRN UGN Bl LA
Q . “
A 9. . " .00 {-.18 .02 ~.07 .01 -.02 -.02 | -.03 i .03 -.04 .20 -.15 -~ .07
| (RS-2: “Agaressiveness brd a0 | bra | aea | sen | deq | e |edl | eed | end | owas | oesd | eeo ) edy
LRG-3: "ependence” S O It S Bt s e A R IRV Er LV Rt B B O I -
o ‘
E lC as.ample size for each correlation is shown in italics. Rd
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: Table 15
Intercorrelations of Child Measures for Spanish-Dominant Children®

1 >4
: . PDC Spring 1978 Data
— ™
> ] ] 1
[8) > >
= | — o o =
o~ = [+¥] o ~ [ =3 o
2 |2 > | § | 8 = | 5 | % e
c —_ T = = = ra} @ o
e (o] [} ] ) =
a L= N ~— ~— <L = o o — o
w el [ [ (] L] ] ' hel 1 ' Lol [V} ™
o I - - - S S I T - 2 - O - A~ T S VAR [
CHILD MEASURES @ @ = = = & & g <8 & & & S ] S
. : . -- -.03 .48 43 .32 36 .42 37 -1 .38 .31 .19 .23 15 | -.46
BSM-Spanish 35 46 46 45 4y 26 28 46 46 11 g1 | a0 45 44
-03 | -- -.03 .47 |, .22 | -.06 .24 30 -7 al .28 .34 .02 .57 .08
BSM-English 35 ’ 3¢ 36 36 36 e L 36 3¢ 31 31 31 35 34
W 48 | -.03 | -- 28 | .21 .33 45 | .39 | -.6 .03 | .29 .30 .05 .00 | -.02
g Verbal Fluency 5 36 47 16 47 26 s 47 47 2 42 41 46 45
(G - N
z 43 | .47 28 | -- .42 .20 31| .28 | -0 22 | .53 .39 .00 43 | -.10
S | Verbal Memory-1 46 36 | - 47 46 47 vy 06 47 47 48 18 4] 4 45
& - ; 32 | .22 .21 421 - | .o 41| .33 a8 | .44 | .33 32 | -.08 .32 | -.05
£ | Verbal Memory-J 45 36 46 16 L 26 o0 46 40 11 41 10 45 | 44
ol B . .36 | -.06 .33 20 | .00 - 22 | .09 .08 g4 a2 .04 .25 .00 | -.04 -
© | 8 | Draw-A-Child 46 38 47 47 46 46 46 47 47 2 2 41 46 45
b ’ 42 | .24 .45 31| e .22 -- .44 .09 26 | .29 .32 .56 51| .05
PIAT-Math 26 |. 26 26 26 .| 25 26 o 26 26 | a1 21 52 s | 2o
. b a7 | .30 .39 24 | .33 .09 44 | - a7 9 | .10 N .36 19 | .00
PIAT-Reading 26 | o 2 26 | o6 26 s6 | 26 so | z1 8l 28 o | 25
PSYCHO L - | -a7 -6 | -0 | 8 .08 09 | .17 -- 06" -.40 | -.46 | -.08 |-.05 | .04
{MoToR | Arm Coordination 6 38 PRI Y 46 a7 46 2 4 7 42 41 46 45 |
) B
b1PS ; 38 | .1 .03 22 ] .44 4 .26 | .19 06 | -- .36 .29 A7 06 | -.27
) 48 40 17 47 | 4 27 | ze | us 47 42 42 .| a1 46 | 45
1. < n ) .28 .29 .53 A3 12 .29 .10 -.40 .36 -- .85 .30 .28 | -.38
2 POCL-1: "Task Orfentation a1 | 31 |- 42 g | 41 42 21| a1 43 12 42 3/ 41| 1
et - .
5 . y 19 | .34 .30 39 | 327} .04 32 0 .. | -.46 29 | .85 | -- .29 .29 | -.20
5 POCL-2: "Soctability 41 31 : o 41 e 4 i1 40 g8 | 4z 32, 11 11
5 1. weatr. " 23 | .02 .05 .00 | -.08 .25 56 | .36 | -.08 A7 .30 |29 | - 18 | -.08
:'é FvC_R:J Self-Assurance dy 31 |4 IR R DI O R U W2 gl 41 |4 i 41 40 |
5 5. , " A5 | .57 .00 43 | .32 .00 511 .19 | -.08 06 | .28 .29 A8 | -- | -3
2 r&CRs 2: "Aggressiveness 4o | 85 15 g6 | 45 | 4o | _ne | we 1w wo | |4 4| | as
. - -6 |-.08 | -.02 | -0 -.05 |-.08 05 | .00 04 | -.27 | -38 | -.20 |-08 {-03 ) --
(RS-3: "Dependence 11 31 45 4y | a4 PT E T T T a6 | a1 | a1 40 45
o as;amp]e size for each correlation fs shown in italics.
EMC PAdministered in English. - ' : : * AN
} ' O
C . V

P . o N . “
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Table 16

Factor Ana]ysisa of Scores on Child Measures, English-Dominant Children
Spring 1978

) Factor Loading of Child Measures
N = 479 (higheat loading italicized’)
‘\Ch11d Measure Factor 1 | Factor 2| Factor 3| Factor 4 | Factor 5
BSM-English | .68 -.20 .21 .03 -.02
. Verbal Fluency .31 15 .58 25 .04
Verbal Memory-1 .21 -.01 .73 .01 -.19
Verbal Memory-3 15 14 .63 20 | .06
Arm Coordination -.09 .43 .10 .03 b2
Draw-A-Child .66 .22 12 -.15 19
PIPS ~ | -.07 .05 .62 .03 Ak
PIAT-Math : .65 .15 1 .33 - ~.05
PIAT-Reading .72 12 .03 .30 -.12
'POCL-1: “Task Opientation" 16 .21 .21 .80 -
POCL-2: "Sociability" J20 | <3 3 . 80 22 ¢
CRS-1: "Self-Assurance" | .26 .73 A7 A1 -.15
CRS-2: "Aggressiveness" 06 | .24 -.02 .07 .81
CRS-3: "Dependence" .00 1 -.77 ~-. 1 .01 .00
% of Total Variance ) &
Accounted for 15.2 11.5 13.1 11.5 8.0 ,

aPrincipa] components solution, varimax rotation
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, Table 17 |
FaCtOF/Anﬂysisa of Scores on Child Measures, Spanish-Dominant Children  ;””M
Spring 1978 Lo )

3 Factor Loading of Child Measures
N =35 “(highest loading italicized)
Child Measures ‘ Factor 1 | Factor 2 | Factor 3 [ Factor 4

BSM-Spanish | .34 .08 .63 | -2
Verbal Fluency 145 .36 .60 | -.30
Verbal Memory-1 .69 .03 25 .45
Verbal Memory-3 .81 .06 .03 .08
Arm Coordination .28 .82 .07 13
Draw-A-Child .01 .10 .82 .08
PIPS ~ . 1 .02 .23 .06
POCL-1: "Task Orientation 36 .69 14 .34
POCL-2: “Sociability" | .30 .80 .08 .30
CRS-1: "Self-Assurance" 1 -.38 .21 .56 .48
CRS-2: “Aggressiveness" - .20 1 -.05 .81
CRS-3: "Dependence” .03 | -4 .02 -.04

% of Total Variance
Accounted for 17.2 16.9 . 11.9

aPrincipa] components so]uti&n, varimax rotation.
‘ . X




room activities for two five-minute periods and tallying

AN
N

sc;}é of the CRS are the principal constituents of factor 5.
The relationship between these two measures is not sufficiently
obvious to warrant naming of the factor, but one plausible
connection between the measures is an emphasis on physical
maturity: the children who score highest on psvchomotor tasks
such as Arm Coordination are likely to be the same children
who are physically ascendant, and thus "aggressive," in school.

As in the past, the factor structure found for the Spanish-
dominant sample (Table 17) is similar to that for the English-
dominant sample, yet not identical. However, the size of the
sample available for this analysis (35 children) has reached
the point at which factors are likely to be highly unstable

‘from one replication to another. Thus interpretation of these

results in isolation from other findings is inadvisable.

>

Characteristics of the Classroom Observation System

Background. At the outset of the PDC evaluation, High/Scope
undertook to develop a time-sampling classroom observation system

. that focused on the behavior of individual children. The system

that eventually emerged involved observing each child's class-
certain focal behaviors. ‘The observation categories can be
dEScribed broadly as: nature of classroom involvement, nature
of verbal behavior, nature of interactions with peers, and
nature of interactions with adults. ’

adaptation of the Observation System as a measure of
classroom atmosohere. Past analyses have revealed that the
measures produced by the Observation System have only a tenuous
relationship with other child measures, even when observation

variables were correlated with teachers' ratings of similar

dimensions. The likely explanation is that the brief sampling
of classroom interactions does not adequately reflect these
dimensions of a child's behavior. Thus it was decided that,

in the future, observation data would be regarded as reflec-
tiorz of classroom atmosphere rather than as reflections of

the -r3its of the individuals observed. 1In essence, what we
obse  red among children in the classroom was to be taken as

an aspect of the classroom's personality rather than the child's.
(There is precedent for this approach in the literature on
unit-of-analysis decisions in educational research.)

Fy
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We arrived at classroom-level measures by selecting PDC
and comparison classrooms in which at least three children had
been observed in spring 1978 and, within each of those class-
rooms, averaging the values of the observation variables across
children. The final sample available for analysis consisted
of 39 PDC and 42 comparison classrooms.

Results of preliminarv analyses. Following the pattern
established for examination of other PDC measures, our first
analyses of the Observation System focused on its psychometric
properties. The main purpose of these analyses was to examine
the relationship of observation variables to each other and
to other measures in the PDC battery, also averaged across the
children within each classroom. The resulting correlations
were considerably lower than those that have been found for
other PDC measures--so low that they cast doubt on utility of
the observation variables as predictive or explanatory variables.
Nevertheless, we proceeded to an analysis of the differences
between PDC and —omparison classrooms on these variables, more
for psychometric purposes than for purposes of studying program
impact. That is, since PDC 'and comparison classrooms are expected
to differ in atmosphere, a finding of significant differences '
on the observation variables would suggest that the system had
succeeded in portraying some important dimensions of that atmos-
phere. A finding of no difference on the observation variables
would leave open the question of whether the null finding was
due to invalidity of the measures or to a genuine absence of
differences.

We performed two series of analyses of variance in examining
the differences bztween PDC and comparison classrooms on the
seven main variables produced by the observation system. In
the first series, the dependent measures were analyzed in the
form of raw percentages--each variable expressing the proportion
of all observed occasions on which a critical event occurred
(e.g., percent of the total time that children were involved
in social behavior). But since percentage data tend not to
conform to the homogeneity-of-variance assumption fundamental
to analvsis of varjiance, we created a second set of variables
equal to: ’

172y,

(2 (arcsin (original variable)

This .ransformat.on, suggested by Winer, "is effective in
stabilizing the variances"! of the original variable across

dei}gg\cells.'

Lﬁ&ner{ B, J. Stavistical principles in experimental design.

New York: McGraw-dill, 1971. Pp. 399-400.




Subsequent analyses of both the transformed and untrans-
formed sets of variables revealed no differences whatever
between PDC and comparison classrooms. Thus, since it cannot
be determined whether this null finding is due to the actual
absence of classroom differences or simply to the in-=pility
of the observation svstem to detect such differences, the
analyses will not be further documented.

From spring 1979 onward, a new observation system will
be used in the PDC evaluation. This system, to be described
in future reports, is expected to provide greater insight into
classroom processes and greater measurement reliability than
the system employed through spring of 1978.
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EXAMINATION OF TREATMENT EFrECTS

Guiding Questions

There are many facets to the question, "Has PDC had an
impact on children?" Each facet gives voice to a different
emphasis:

@ Has PDC had the same impact on children at all sites?
@ Is PDC's impact evidenced equally on all measures?

e Is PDC's impact the same for all children, regardiess
of background?

® Has PDC had an impact since the beginning of the Hzad
Start year? S3ince the beginning o] the kindergarten
year?

Clearly there can be no single answer to the question of
PDC's impact, since it is not really a single question. Thus
we took several different approaches to analysis of spring
1978 data, each approach covering a somewhat different aspect
of the central issue. :

Analytic Design

The basic design of the impact analyses reported here was
similar to the design used for analysis of impact through the
Head Start year: by means of analysis of covariance, spring
1978 test scores were each adjusted for prior scores on the
same measures (exce$t in the repeated measures analyses),
for fall.1976 WPPSI! score, and for the factors of site,
ethnicity, sex, and prior preschool experience. Each analysis

lThe Block Design subtest of the Wechsler Preschool and Primary
Scale of Intelligence (WPPSI) was administered to all children
at the time of program entry (fall 1976) as a baseline measure
of general cognitive aptitude. This fall 1976 measure con-
tinues to serve in our analyses as a covariate representing
one dimension of children's initial ability.

by
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then yielded an assessment of the difference between PDC and
comparison groups on the adjusted score. This design allowed
ffect of the PDC program and the
interaction of the program effect with site conditions. That

is, we examined £first the gquestion of whether PDC had, on the
whole, produced an effect for PDC children relative to comparison
children, then the question of whether this effect was the

evaluation of both the main

same at all sites.

In concise terms, the ana

sition that...

An individual child's status on a
given measure in spring 1378

i
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lytic model represents a propo-

%

The sum of the contributions of:

Grand mean

Mean spring 1978 status of all
children on the measure under analysis.

Covariates v
Baseline performance status (fall 1976
WPPST score and, in some analyses, £fall
1976/spring 1977 status on the measure
under analysis).

Program® factor
The child's educational program (PDC
or comparison).

Site factor
Conditions associated with individual
sites.

Sex factor
Conditions associated with being a boy

or a girl.

Preschool factor
Preschool experience prior to the
1976-1977 Head Start Yyear.

Program-by-site interaction term

Conditions associated with local programs
as they differed from national programs.

Error term

Variation within the categories defined
by this design, due to factors not
specified, plus variation due to un-
specified interactions of the design
factors.

e I




For each of the two analytic samples of children (English-
dominant and Spanish-dominant), three separate analyses were
carried out for each measure in the spring 1978 batteryl--a
total of 68 analyses. The three series of analyses all fit the
framework just described but addressed three somewhat different
questions:

1. Has a group difference arisen since fall qf the Zead
Start year?

(Approach: .analysis of covariance with two covariates
and one dependent variable.)?

2. Has a group difference arisen since spring of the Head
Start year? :

(Approach: analysis of covariance with three covariates
and one dependent variable.)?

3. Is there a difference in the growth curves of the two
-groups?

(Approach: repeated measures analysis of covariance
with one covariate and three simultaneous dependent
variables.)?

The first question is probably the primary one for the PDC
evaluation. For the respective kindergarten-year measures
analyzed, each child's fall 1976 score on the same measure served
as a covariate, along with the child's fall 1976 WPPSI scor=z.

" The analysis then focused upon change in the dependent measure

since fall 1976, allowing estimation of PDC children's gains
relative to comparison children during the Head Start and kinder-
garten rs.

The second question is logically subsidiary to the first.
It basically asks whether PDC-versus-comparison differences
have become manifest during the kindergarten year. If they have,

lpue to the small size of the Spanish-dominant analytic sample
(N=46) it was necessary to reduce the number of parameters
involved in the analyses. Thus the design for this sample
excluded the factors of site, ethnicity, .sex, and prior preschool
exper ience. T

2Because the initial match between PDC and comparison groups was
quite close, as noted in this and past reports, the purpose of
using covariates to "adjust" scores is not so much to equalize
the initial status of the PDC and comparison dgroups as to lend
greater precision to the apalyses, by reducing the amount of
variation due to unspecified "error." R
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then, theoretically, the differences should be reflected in
analyses addressing the first question as well, since those
analyses tell whether differences have arisen at anv time over
the course cf the program. However, since the second series

of analyses introduced a new covariate (sprirg 1977 score on

the dependent measure) not present in the first series, the
statistical result could conceivably indicatc a group difference
for the kirndergarten year when none was indicated for the Head
Start and kindergarten years together.

The third question, concerning growth curves, was addressed
by performing repeated measures analyses of covariance. The
results of these analyses should be positive if there are
dif ferences between PDC and comparison children (after adjust-
ment for extraneous factors) at any point from fall 1976 to
spring 1978. Logically, one would expect these analyses to
indicate a PDC-comparison difference for any measure that
reflected a group difference in the first .or second series of
analyses. However, because we interpreted these analyses
conservatively:, it is possible for the results to appear
somewhat inconsistent with the results of the preceding analyses.

-

lone of the assumptions involved in univariate repeated measures
analysis is that all possible pairs of the repeated measures
are equally correlated. (This is known as the assumption of
"compound symmetry" of correlations.) In PDC's case, as in the
case of most extended longitudinal studies, this assumption
often is not sustained by the data. Thus, in examining the
results of the repeated measures analyses, we chose not to
interpret the evidence bearing on the eguivalence or non-
equivalence of the slopes of PDC and comparison group growth
curves. Instead, we based our conclusions about program effects
on that part of each repeated measures analysis that tested
the difference between the PDC and compariscn means for all
repetitions of the measure analyzed (e.g.: (fall 1976+spring
1977+spring 1978 score)/3)). This meant that, in the interest
of statistical prudence, we examined only one of the two w&-’s
in which the growth curves of the groups might differ. In

the future, we will have access to computer programs that will
circumvent the compolnd symmetry assumption by performing
repeated measures analyses in a multivariate mode. This will
allow us to deal with the question that we had to bypass

here: the question of a possible difference in the slopes

of the PDC and comparison curves.




‘Results of the Impact Analyses!r?

The English-dominant analvtic sample. The results of the
three series of analiyses ror the English-dominant sample are
summarized in Table 18. The prevailing pattern evident there
is one of no significant differences between PDC and cecrparison
groups: the first series of analyses revealed no overall
differences ("main effects," in ANOVA terms) on any measure,
and the second and third series each indicated a marginally
significant overall difference on just a single measure.

There are more numerous indications of group differences local
to particular sites ("program-by-site interactions"), but

the three series of analyses are not in close agreement on
these. On only one measure out of the 12 commonly examined
do the three analyses consistently reflect a significant
difference.  That measure is the "Rggressiveness" subscale’ of
the Child Rating Scale. Analyses 1 and 2 indicate that there
are PDC-comparison differences in "Aggressiveness" at some
but not all sites, while analysis 3 indicates a significant
overall group difference and no site-level departures from
that effect.

Figures 3a through 3g portray the relative status of PDC
and comparison groups oOn every measure reﬁiiving a "Yes" any-
where in Table 18. Each of these figures shows, first, the
status of all PDC and all comparison children combined. Then,
where there was any indication of a group-by-site interactiomn,
each figure shows plots of group means for the four sites
where groups were fou.d to depart most substantially from the
overallr pattern. Some insight into the nature of an interaction
can be ‘obtained by comparing the plot for each site with the
plot for all sites combined. For example, in Figure 3a it can
be seen that, overall, PDC children's scores on Verbal Memory-1
are lower than those of comparison children at all three time-
points. In Utah and West Virginia, however, PDC children tend

lBecause of limitations inherent in the computer program usec
for these analyses (program P2V of UCLA's BMD series), it was
necessary to éxclude Georgia children from all the analyses
reported here. This was due to the program's inability to
tolerate the absence of a compmarison group in Georgia. Our
imminent acquisition of a more tolerant, more general, program
will eliminate this problem in the future, allowing inclusion
of Georgia data.

2pppendix B documents the significance levels associated with
the contributions of each covariate and design factor in&sach
of the major analyses described here. =
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Table 18

Summary of Analyses of Program Effects for the English-Dominant Analytic Sample

Analytic Question:

 Analysis #1:

"Has a group difference
arisen gsince fall of the

Head Start year?" <

Analysis #2:
"Hus a group difference
arigen since spring of
the Head Start year?"

An

"ls the
in the

alysis #3:

re a difference
growth curves

of the two growps?"

Design Factors:

Treatment group, site,
ethnicity, sex, prior
preschool experience

Treatment group, site,
ethnicity, sex, prior
preschool experience

Treatme

nt group, site,

ethnicity, sex, prior

. presch

ool experience

Covariate(s):

F76 WPPSI, F76 status
on the target measur

F76 WPPSI, F76 status
on the target measure~,
S77 status on the
target measure

F76 WPPSI

Dependent Variable(s):

S78 status on the
target measure

S78 status on the
target measure

F76,

S77, and S78

status on the
target measure

Target Measure

BSM-English

Verbal Fluency

Verbal Memory-1

Verbal Memory-3

Arm Coordination
Draw-a-Child

PIPS .

POCL-1:"Task Orientation"
POCL-2:"Sociability"
PIAT-Math@
PIAT-Reading?
CRS-1:"Self-Assurance"b
CRS—2:“Aggr‘ess1’veness"b
CRS—3:“Dependence“b

Individual

@dministered in S78 only.

bAdminister‘ed in S77 and S78 only.

dpmber of PDC and comparison children with complete data on all variables involved.

*p < .05 (two-tailed)
**p < .01 (two-tailed)

Samp | A11 Sites Individual | A1l Sites A11 sm;! Individual
| Size Combined Sites | _Combined Sites Combine Sites
568 No No No No No No
559 No No No No No No
569 No No No No No Yesx
561 No Yes** No Yes** No No
558 No No No No No . No
560 No No No - No No No
560 No No No No No - No
504 No Yes* No No No No
504 No No No Nu No No
586 No Yes** | -eme-- Analyses not applicable--~---
572 No Yes** 1 aeme-- Analyses not applicable--=-=--
420 No No Yes* No ‘ No No
449 No Yes** No Yes* Yes* No
451 No No No No No No

CIf administered in F76.

SRR — -
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. - Figure 3a T~

llustration of Main Program Effects and Program-by-Site Interactions for Verbal Memory - 1
(English-Dominart Analytic Sample) '
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‘ - Figure 3b
lllustration of Maln Prograrn Effects and Program-by- -Site lnteract/ons for Verbal Memory 3
(Enghxh -Dominant Ana/yt/c Samp/e}
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Mom: The points graphed repressnt group means adjusmed far fal! 1976 WPPSI score ‘and for the effects of sex, _ewnnicity,
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Figure 3¢ >

Hlustration ‘of Main Program Effects and Program-by-Site /ngedr/ons for POCL-1:
“Task Orientazion” (Engiish-Daominant Anatytic Sampie)
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Figure 3d
Hllustration of Main Program E£ffects and Program-by-Site Interactions for PIAT-Math 2
(English-Dominart Analytic Samplel ’
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Not: The points graphed represent group means adiusted for fall 1976 WRPSI| score and for the effects of  x, stnn-city,
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for the earliest tasung period shown. . ’
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Figure 3e

13

Illu.wznm of Main Program Effects and Program-by-Site Interactions for PIAT- Rm:ng
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", Nlustration of Main Program Effects for CAS-1: “Self-Assurance™
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Figure 3g

llustration of Main Program Effects and Prograrn-by- S/t*= /ntera:*zons for CRS—2
“Agygressiveness”” (English-Dominant Ana/ ytic Samp/e}
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Hlom. The points graphed represent group means ad;usteo ror fall 1876 WPPS! score and for the effects of sex, ethnicity,
and prior preschool experience. The means are mndardxzed on the basis of the overall n'iean and standard deviation
for the earliest testing period shown.




to be doing relatively better, while in Michigan and Washington
they're éoing relatively worge. 1It's interesting to note that
Utah and West Virginia show up positively in three other figures:
3b (Verbal Memory-3), 3c (POCL-1), and 3d (PIAT-Math).

The edge that the PDC groups in Utah and West Virginia
appear to have over PDC groups in other sites stands out
against a background of findings that otherwise tend to be
either null or inconsistent. As far as the English-dominant
sample goes, only a few other findings are worthy of note.
First, in no site is the PDC group's adjusted score on PIAT-
Reading higher than the comparison group's. Although the overall
group difference on this measure 1s not .statistically signi-
ficant, the consistent PDC decrement bears noting just because
of the weight inevitably attached to reading achievement. And,
although we performed no post-hoc significance tests of group
differences at the site level!, Figure 3e suggests that PDC
children in California and Iowa score substantially lower in
reading than their comparison group counterparts, even after -
adjustments have been made for WPPSI score and other design
factors. PDC children also score lower, overall, on subscale
2 of the Child Rating Scale: "Aggressiveness." Figure 3g
depitts PDC and comparisor status on this measure for all

< sites in aggregation and for the four sites that-differ most
from the main effect. For all but cne of the illustrated data
points, compariscon children score higher in "Aggressiveness"
than PDC children (in the case of the cne exception, the groups
are about equal)- Although it is on this measure that PDC ’
and comparison children differ most convincingly, it is not
clear what meaning can be attached to the difference. Is |
aggressiveness a good or a bad quality for kindergarten children?
There are few clues to be found in Table 14, which shows that
this scale correlates very weakly with other measures in the
battery. And even if it is possible to make a pronouncement on
the value of aggressiveness, is it a quality of behavior that
PDC can be expected tc influence? It is possible that group

. differences on the measure reflect something other than the

sffect of the PDC program. Considering the low inc¢idence of
significant group differences reflected by the 68 analyses
performed for the English-dominant sample, the indications of
a group difference on "Aggressiveness" may simply be due to
chance. :

11n the future, we intend to evaluate apparent#site-level
differences statistically and not just graphically. For the
present, any conclusions about group differerces at a given
site are only conjectural.

1
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In sum, the analyses based upon data for the English-
dominant sample provide no evidence of a general PDC-favoring
effect at this point. However, some of the analyses hint
that PDC children at some sites may be making gains relative
to comparison children while PDC children at some other sites

‘may. be losing ground. Table 19 provides some insight into

the. developing patterns. That table shows PDC-versus-comparison
differences on the same measures graphed in Figuxes 3a to 39
(but ncw adjusted for fall 1976 status) as being either positive
or negative (i.e., PDC mean higher than comparison mean or

_vice-versa). The magnitude of these differences has not been

evaluated statistically, and it is likely that most would not

" reach statistical significance if they were evaluated. None-

theless, since chance should favor the PDC and comparison

" groups eqgually, one would expect the plus and minus signs to

cancel out if there were truly no differences between groups.
However, at the aggregate level (all sites combined), PDC means
exce'ed comparison means in only 25% of the instances shown.!

. Note, thiugh, that at some sites the percentagé is considerably

higher wh:le at others it is considerably lower. The sites

“seem to fall into four ranks with respect to the relative

statuses of their PDC and comparison groups. Prdceeding downward
in order of PDC "advantage," the ranks are:

[ Utah-(58% PDC-favoring differences) .

West Virginia (50%)

]
annecticut (42%)

*Maryland (42%)
Texas (42%)

California (27%)
Colorado (25%)
Washington (25%)

Florida (8%)
Iowa (8%)
Michigan (0%) ' ¥

L.

1In the context of this table, a4 high "Aggressiveness"” rating is
considered positive, just as is a high PIAT-Reading score. This
assumption is arguable, but even if the opposite assumption is
made, it has little effect on the relative status of the sites.
It does, however, affect the overall proportion of PDC-favoring
differences: if a low score on that scale were considered posi-.
tive, the percentage of PDC-favoring differences would rise

from 25 to 42. o i
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Table 197

Re]ative Status of English-Dominant PDC and Comparison Groups on Selected Measures
(Adjusted for Pre-Existing Differences ay

PgCL-]: ¢
Verbal Verbal o:fesnk- PIAT- | PIAT- 9221 ]fl "Xgiég- %D‘;‘f’ le‘izlgl‘s’e
Memory-1 | Memory-3 tation" | Math Reading | Assurance" | siveness" (PDC >
577 578 577 578 §77 578 578 578 577 S78 577 578 COII]par‘iSOH)
A11 Sites Combined < = - + - - - 4 + - - 25
. | california e - - b b b b 25
Colorado - - - + + - - - + e - - 25.
Connecticut +o o+ - - -+ - + - + - - - 42
Florida - - - + - - - - - - - - 8
o | Towa - - - + - - - - - - - - 8
7 Maryland + + + + - - - - + - - - 42
Michigan - - - - - - - - - - - - 0
| Texas N e . + - b b b b 38
Ytah + + - + + + + - + - - - 58
Washington - - - - - - + - + - - - 25
West Virginia + 4+ + + - - + - + - - - 50
% of Positive Site- , .
Level Differences 36 45 18 73 36 18 45 0 78 11 0 0
(PDC > Comparison)

aGroup means adjusted for F76 WPPSI,
and prior preschool experience.

b

Data insufficient for analysis.

&

F76 status on the dependent variable (where applicable),

ethnicity, sex,

Key.

+ PDC Mean > Comparison Mean

- Compayrison dMean > PDC Mean




The Spanish-dominant analytic sample. The results of’
impact analyses Zor the Spanish-domirant analytic sample are
presented in Table 20. That table, interpreted alongside
Figures 4a through 4e, indicates that PDC childr~>n in this
sample scored higher than comparison children on Arm Coordination
and on POCL-1: "Task Orientation.” A number of group-by-site '
interactions are also indicated, but these are suspect due
to the small size of the PDC sample in California (only Zfour
children). Indeed, the size of the total Spanish-dominant
sample is so small that even indications of main effects in
these analyses do not warrant intensive interpretation. If
ACYF concurs with this judgment, it would then be advisable
to reconsider the conception of the evaluation for the Spanish-
dominant analytic sample.: Even now, as noted, degrees-of-
freedom restrictions require a reduction in the complexity
of the design framework used 'in analysis of data for the
Spanish-dominant children. Given the certainty of continued,
attrition, it is likely that in the future further departures
from the main analytic model will be necessary. :
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Table 20

¢
!

Summary of Analyses of Program Effects for the Spanish-Dominant Analytic Sample

Analytic Question:

Analysis #1:

"Has a group difference
arigen since fall of the
Head Start year?"

Analysis #7:

"Has a group d1jfhrénue
arisen since spring o
the Head Start year?"

Anaiysis #3:

"Tg there a difference
in the growth oyrves
of the two groups?"

-Design Factors:

Treatment group, site

Treatment group, site

Treatment group, site

Covariate(s):

F76 WPPSI, F76 status

on the target measure®

F76 WPPSI, F76°
and S77 status on

F76 WPPSI

the target measure

S78 status on the
- target measure

S78 status on the

Dependent Variable(s):
' target measure

F76, S77, and S78
status on the

target measure

Sample| A1l Sites Individual | A1l Sites Individual A1l Sites  Individual
o Target Measure. Sizeb Combined Sites Combined Sites Combined Sites
[o 0}

BSM-Spanish - 41 No - No No No No No
Verbal Fluency . 45 No No No No : No No
Verbal Memory-1 45 No No No . No - No No
Verbal Memory-3 o 43 No No No " No , No ‘No
Arm Coordination 45 tygd* Yes* - Yes** No Yes* No

§ Draw-a-Child 45 " No No No No No No
PIPS 45 No Yes* - No Yes* No .. Yes*
POCL-1:"Task Orientation” 40 | Yes* Yes** Yes* Yes** * No - No
POCL-2:"Sociability" 40 No Yes** No Yes** No No
CRS-1:"Self-Assurance"d - 41 No No . | = m=mee- Analyses not applicable------
CRS-2:"Aggressiveness"a 46 No No | = -=---- Analyses not applicable------
CRS-3:"Dependence"d 45 No ¥es* ----- Analyses not a>p11cab1e ------
qMeasures available for S78 only. bNumber of PDC and comparison children w1th complete data on

all variables involved.
*p < .05 (two-tailed) e
**p < .01 (two-tailed) I'f adninistered in F70.
941
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' Figure 4a
l Hllustration of Main Program Effec:s and Program-by-Site
Imteractions for Arm Cooraination {Spanish-Darninant Anatyt:c Semple)
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Figure 4c

s .
[llustration of Main Program Effects and Program-by-Site Interactions for POCL-1:
~Task Oriencazion” {Spanish-Dominant Sample}
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Figure 4e
1 o
1t -jon of Main Program Effects and Program-by-Site Interactions for CRS-3:
’ I ~Depencence’’ (Spanish-Dominant Analytic Sample) - ’
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Note: The points graphed represent group means adjusted for fall 1976 WPPS| score and for the effects of sex, eihnicit\,;,
and prior preschool experience. The means are standardized on the basis of the overall mean and standard deviation
for the earliest testing period shown, ’ ’
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© statistical conclusions.

R , . j

v
SUMMARY

Characteristics of the Sample o : .

- [T
Comparability and representativeness of groups. -The samples
of English-dominant PDC and comparison children.remain remarkably
alike in terms of their characteristics at the time of program
entry. (fall 1976); attrition does$ not 'appear to have altered
their comparability. Neither has it affected the basic'makeup
of either group with respect to the original PDC and comparison
groups; .the ipresent samples of English-dominant.children remain
quite representative of the samples as they existed at-the )
beginning of the Head Start year. The Spanish-dominant samples
« of PDC and comparison children also seem to satisfy the criteria
' of comparability and representativeness. But thesée ‘groups
are so small now that it is difficult to be gonfident of such

o

. .Adequacy of sample size. " Among PDC children, the rate of
attrition is higher than projected, but’this is balanced by
a rate among comparison children that is lower fthan projected.
Thus, overall attrition at this point is quite close to our
egtimates. ' (The actual loss rate amounts to 36%, as against
our March 1977 prediction of 39%:) However, since West Virginia
will no ‘lopger be participating in PDC, this entire -site will
be lost to’ the evaluation in future years. Still, the number
of PDC children likely té remain available through the end of
third grade-—-about 20 per sité--is large enough to represent
the educational effects cf PDC when sites are aggregated.
The number of comparison ¢hildren is likely to remain approxi-
mately .equal tc the number of BDC children, providing an
adequate sample for statistical comparisons, at least, for
analyses that focus on the English-dominant children. The
Spanish-dominant sample has diminished to the point where
;qnclqsions]based upon statistical analyses must acknowledge
‘a large element of doubt. '

’ ) i ¢ '

* Charactérigtics of the Measures

Thé balsic battery. The instruments in the battery adminis-
tered to English-dominant children continue to reflect' high
internal consistency and, altogether, a factor structire
congruent with the intended structure. In the battery administered
to Spanish-dominant children, some measures show signs ¢f dimin-
izhing reliability. This may be a consequence of the diminishing
size of this sample of children. -

[
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The Classroom Observation System, Phase I version. Our
analyses of the data produced by this version of the observation.
system cast goubt on the system's suitability for measuring
either individual behavior or classroom processes. Our srtecula-
tive conclusion is-that the brief samplings of behavior provided,
by this vem§ien of the system were not adequate to represent
the complex nhature of classroom processes. Thus, further
interpretation of these data is unwarranted. A new classroom
observation system has been developed for Phase II of the PDC
evaluation, and this instrument is expected to provide deeper
and more reliable insight: into classroom processes than was
possible with its predecessor.

»

Impact: of +he: PDC Program v .
A B - -
Thpact at all sites considered in aggregation. Three
seriesi of analyses were undertaken to address three variations
of the question, "Has PDC had an impact on children?" Even
though the three analyses addressed somewhat different issues,
and therefore would not necessarilyv produce identical results
for any given measure of impact., if is when the analyses do
agree that we can be most confident about our conclusions.
For the sample of English-dominant children, the main analytic
sample, there was no measure among all of those examined that
seemed to be consistently affected by PDC (or by the treatments
that comparison chilurepn experienced, either). The measure
for which the strongest case can be made in regard to program
impact is the "Aggressiveness" subscale of the Child Rating
Scale. One analysis indicated that there was a general difference
between PDC and comparison children on this variable, measured
in spring 1977 and spring 1978; the other two analyses indicated
that there was a group difference on this variable in at least
some sites, but that the difference was not constant for all
sites. It is difficult to say whether this result constitutes
a positive impact of PDC, since it is uncertain how the guality
of aggressiveness should be valued in the context of elementary . *
education. On the basis of the analyses, it seems safe to
say that PDC children rate lowé€r in "Aggressiveness" than
comparison children in some sites, if not in all sites. But °
is this result to be interpreted as positive, negative, or
neither? Further, whatever the value placed on aggressiveness,
one must ask whether the group difference found on this variable
can piausibly be attributed to the impact of PDC. 1In the
context of the finding that the PDC and comparison groups do
not generally differ in a consistent way on the other variables
examined, it seems quite possible that the difference between
groups on "Aggressiveness" is due simply to chance rather
than to a systematic program effect.

73 .
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Impact at individual sites. While there is no persuasive
evidence that the PDC program in general has had an educational
impact on children as of their kindergarten year, it is possible
that the program has begun to produce an impact in some sites.
In Utah and West Virginia, particularly, we found differences
favoring the PDC group on a number of measures.,6 And there
are othér sites, in contrast, where the differences seem to
favor the comparison children. °We cannot state that these
differences are statistically significant, however; nor can
we say that they are necessarily due to the educational program
as distinct from other factors. Our analyses did not pursue
these issues to a high degree of certainty because of the
lack of systematic information on the multitude of factors
potentially influencing theimpact PDC has. For this reason, -
the current report is intended only as an interim document
for ‘circulation within ACYF. In the future, the question of

PDC's impact at individual sites wild be investigated in ways

intended to provide firmer statistical support for coficlusions
concerning site-to-site differences in program impact. Ard

in documenting program impact, whether for all sites or for
individual sites, we will alsc strive to determine just what
dimensions of the program (including such factors as classroom
environment, teacher attitudes and parent involvement) account

for its impact. : :

~
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" APPENDIX A

Description of the Measures in the.Spring 1978 Battery

LS
.

Order of

Administration!
e Classroom-Level Measures
PDC Classroom Observation System . 1.
e Social-Emotional Measures
Preschool Interpersonal Problem-
Solving Test (PIPS) 6
. Pupil Observation Checklist (POCL) 9
PDC Child Rating Scale ' -
e Psychomotor Measures
Arm Coordination ' [McCarthy Scales of
Children's Ability (MSCA)] 7
e Cognitive and Language Measures
Bilingual Syntax Measure (BBM) 2
Block Design (WPPSI)?2 - administered fall 1976
Verbal Memory (MSCA) 3
Verbal Fluency (MSCA) g 5
Draw-A-Child (MSCA) cr 4

Peabody Individual Achievement Test
(PIAT)-Math & Reacding Recognition
Subtests 4 8

Each of these measures is described briefly below. For
a more extensive review, see Interim Report II, Part B:

. Recommendations for Measuring Program Impact (1975).

l1as noted in the text, the battery was administered in one
or sometimes two sessions.,

2WPPSI serves as an index of general cognitive aptitude,

and was administered as a baseline measure at all sites in
fail 1976. It was administered at only four sites in .
spring 1977. This was for the purpose of estimating its

test-retest stability and sensitivity to change.
'f—
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Bilingual Syntax Measure (Burt, Dulay and Hernandez Ch.,
1975)T. This test 1s designed to measure children's oral
°proficiéncy in English and/or Spanish grammatical . structures.
Simple questions are used with cartoon-type colored pictures

_ to provide a conversational setting for eliciting natural
speech. An analysis of the child's response yields a numerical
" indicator and a qualitative description of the child's

l structural language proficiency in standard English or

standard Spanish. Responses are written down verbatim.

Children ‘who show facility in both Spanish and English
receive both versions of the BSM. The order in which the
two versions are administered is controlled so that during
any single testing-period half the children receive the
Spanish version first and half receive 'the English version

. first. ) '

" McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities (McCarthy, 1972)2.
These subtests consist of a series of tasks tapping problem-
solving, psychomotor, and concemtual abilities, and are simi-
lar to the Wechsler Scales, but with emphasis on age-related
maturational indicators. ’

e Verbal Memory. The child is asked to repeat
sequences of words (Verbal Memory-1) and to
repeat or retell as much as possible of a one-
paragraph story (Verbal Memory-3). McCarthy's
Scale 2 is not used in the PDC evaluation.

‘@ Verbal Fluency. The child is asked to name as
many members of specific categories (e.g., animals)
as he/she can.

e Arm Coordination. Child bounces a rubber ball,
catches a beanbag, and throws a beanbag through
a hole in a target.

@ Draw-A-Child. ¢Child draws a picture of a child

l ; of the same sex.

. 1Burt, M., Dulay, H., & Hernandez Chavez, E. Bilingual
Syntax Measure. New York: Harcourt, Brace, Jovanovich,
1975.

2McCarthy, D. McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities: Manual.
New York: Psychological Corporation, 1972.- -~

e
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PDC Child Rating Scale (High/Scope Foundation, unpublished) .
This instrument, designed as a measure of the construct "social
competence," is completed by each child's classroom teacher.
The scale consists of items that refer to aspects of School
behavior, such as "U8es words or Wits to influence others," and
the teachex rates the freguency with which the child demonstrates
this behavior ("V :y frequently" to "Rarely"). :As noted-in the
text, the 39 items of the original Child Rating Scale have been
reduced to 17 (comprising the scales "Self-Assurance,"
"Aggressiveness," and "Dependence") and three new items have
been added to constitute an "Academic Motivation" scale (to be
administered from spring 1979 onward).

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

Using a time-sampling method, tradained observers observe
each child for five minutes at two different times during the
day and code the observed behavior into four general categories:
"nonipvolved," "jnvolved," "interacts with peer," and "inter-
acts with adult." A fifth category, "activity level," is
included to provide information concerning the context in which
these behaviors were ¢bserved. Each of these categories includes
subcategories that are designed to identify the frequency and '
nature of specific behaviors-:within the general category.

Peabody Individual Achievement Test ({Dunn and Markwardt,
1970)T. The math and reading recognition subtests of this
individually administered instrument were used to assess these
4wo dimensions of school achievement. The math subtest taps
skills such as computation, mastery of ordination, shape discri-
mination, and understanding of key terms, such as "double" and
"youngest". The examiner reads each math question aloud and the
child responds by pointing to one of four possible answers
displayed on a plate in the administrators's notebook. The

lpunn, L. M., & Markwardt, F. C., Jr. Manual for the Peabody
Individual Achievement Test. Circle Pines, Minresota:
American Guidance Service, 1970.
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reading recognition subtest consists of letter, recognltlon
_tasks, which involve the matching and naming of alphabetic
letters, and.word recognltlon tasks, which consist of reading
written words aloud. -

Preschool Interpersonal Problem-Solving Test (Shure and

" Spivack, 1974):. The PIPS attempts to assess the child's
ability to name alternative solutions to a life-related pro-
blem--that of obtaining a toy from another child. Paper cut-
outs of boys, girls and toys are used in presenting the problem.
Among inner city four-year-olds attending the Philadelphia Get
Set day care program, those judged as better-adjusted by their
teachers were able to conceptualize a greater number and a

wider range of alternative solutions to real-life problems than -
were thelr more poorly adjusted classmates.

Pupll Observation Checkllst (High/Scope Foundation,
unpublished). This is a rating scale consisting of twelve
77p01nt bipolar adjectives derived from a similar scale used
in the Home Start evaluation.“ The tester rates each child
using this 1nstrument after he or she has administered all the
other measures in the battery to the child. The two subscales
of the POCL, “"Task Orientation” (9 items) and "Sociability"

(3 items) were derived by factor analysis. The factor structure
has been replicated in a number of independent studies.

= .
Wechsler Preschool and Primarv Scale of Intelligence,
Block Design Subtest (Wechsler, 1967)°. .The task requires

reproducing (constructlng) cesigns with flat colored blocks,
either from the examiner's model or from«a picture on a card.

The measure taps problem-solV1ng abilities, flexibility of
response style, visual-motor organlzatlon, and execution. ’

The WPPSI was administered only in fall 1976, with the intention
that this measure would continue to serve as a covariate in
future analyses.

lshure, M. B., & Spivack, G. The PIPS Test Manual. Philadel-
phia: Hahneman Medical College, 1974. .

210ve, J., et al. National Home Start Evaluation Interim
Report VII. Ypsilanti, MI: High/Scope Foundation, March
1976. .

3Wechsler, .D. Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intel-
ligence: Manual. New York: Psychological Corporation, 1967.
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APPENDIX B

Significance of the Contributions of Covariates and Design
Factors in Impact Analysis Series 1, 2, and 3.

-

For the sake of documenting the roles of the covariates
and design factors entering into the analyses of PDC's impact,
Tables B-1l, B-2 and B-3 indicate the significance levels
attained by each term'in the model for each analysis. It
would be preferable to include in these tables estimates of
the magnitude of the contribution (e.g., R2 coefficients), but
these estimates are unfortunately not recoverable from the out-
put of the computer program used. j/f : :

Included additionally in Table B-3 is the significance
level associated with a test for linear trend in each of the
analyses performed. This is a test of the hypothesis that the
dependent measures describe a line that increases or decireases
(rather than remaining constant) over time.

- :
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- - ' Table B-1 |

Significance of the Contributions of Covariates and Design Faétors in Ana]&s1§ Series #1
- (English~Dominant Analytic Sample) .
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-Table B-2 ‘

Significance of the Contribut1ons of Covariates and Design Factors in:Analysis Series #2
(English-Dominant Analytic Sample)
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