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Foreword
ON EVALUATION AND EARLY SCHOOLING

What follows deals with two timely, difficult topics, evaluation and
early schooling, the two juxtaposed so as to reveal some of their peculiarly
troublesome character. Since the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, both have enjoyed a prominent place in the rarely-dull dia-
logue regarding American education. So little is known about how best
to educate voung children that the evaluation of programs designed for
their education is a project in sleuthing, Unfortunately, the sleuths usually
are more preoccupied with telling how the tale ended than with leaving
behind a record of the trail leading to their conclusions. This report is
a refreshing exception.

Of necessity, not by choice, the evaluators were confronted with the
formidable task of reconstructing, to the degree possible, events which
already had occurred. How much better it would have been had they
been able to observe them as they took place! For reasons which can
be described only by words such as “oversight,” “‘shortsightedness” or even
“hindsight”—and which, consequently, are not reasons at all—those who
feel some responsibility for determining the success of publicly-funded
education projects reveal an almost unerring proclivity toward posi-hoc
evaluations. One result is that ongoing projects fail to benefit from the
potentially corrective feedback of formative evaluation. Another is that
the sleuths ultimately brought in must engage in an extraordinarily difficult
piece of detective work.

There is no evidence to suggest that the demand for post-hoc evaluation
will change dramatically in the near future. Consequently, this report
is of particular significance and usefulness simply because of the trail it
describes. The reader’s attention is drawn, for example, to the care with
which procedures for sampling the State Preschool children were selected.
Evaluators frequently assume that one merely needs to understand the
rigorous criteria for appropriate sampling and then seek out the sample.
But school personnel are evaluation-weary and evaluation-wary and are
becoming more of both daily. It is critical, therefore, to pave the way
and this the evaluators did with great sensitivity, as subsequent pages
reveal. Attention to all of the steps described could mean the difference
between success and failure in evaluation enterprises fraught with trouble-
some substantive issues.

The substantive issues are particularly troublesome in early schooling.
One of these, especially, confounded the difficulties normally inherent
in post-hoc evaluation. The staff valiantly sought to check on the fulfill-
ment of the legislative mandate by seeking to compare types of Preschool
agencies in terms of their differential effects on students, Not surprisingly,



they learned from Preschool administrators that the major purpose of their
schools was development of students’ self-concepts. But it was to the
development of preacademic skills that the mandates were directed. This
lack of relationship between what legislators frequently hope to get from
early schooling and what those operating preschools seek to develop in
children constitutes a formidable obstacle to legislative satisfaction with
early childhood education. Early evaluation might at least reveal this
discrepancy and provide for adjustment either in expectations or in pro-
grams. Of course, even with program goals adjusted, the state of the art
in regard to providing educational experiences likely to produce stated
outcomes remains rather primitive.

The section on data analysis is of unusual interest, largely because of
the way in which hypotheses are developed. Bases for interpreting the
data are presented and argued before the actual data appear. There is
nothing, of course, to stop the reader from hurrying to the summary of
comparisons among groups of children and drawing his own conclusions
simply on the basis of quantitative differences. But then the reader and
not the evaluators behaves irresponsibly. The evaluators have clearly
marked their trail, leaving behind the reasons for choosing as they did.
The reader is invited to share these reasoms, to consider the arguments,
and by implication to put forth alternatives if he does not agree. The
reader, too, becomes a sleuth.

The findings and conclusions take on their significance (trustworthiness
being part of that significance) in the light of how surely and plausibly
the path leads to them. In my judgment, following that path will be
rewarding to those interested in the problems of either evaluation or early
schooling and particularly so to those interested in both. There are impor-
tant lessons here for those who commission evaluative studies. One of
them pertains to the need, clearly identified in what follows, to document
what goes on in preschool programs if reasonable conclusions regarding
their differential effects are to be drawn.

The next best thing, of course, is to commission competent sleuths. The
evaluation staff members present on subsequent pages some ingenious
solutions to problems they would have preferred to encounter at an earlier
stage of development. But this is an occupational hazard of the evalua-
tor—namely, little opportunity to select one’s turf. Somebody else chooses
the terrain. Needless to say, I am pleased that sleuths willing and compe-
tent to meet the challenge were found in the Center for the Study of
Evaluation of the UCLA Graduate School of Education,

JOHN L. GOODLAD
Professor and Dean
UCLA Graduate School of Education



Executive Summary
EVALUATION STUDY OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE
PRESCHOOI, PROGRAM

This comprehensive study of the California State Preschool Program
has reached mixed conclusions about the success of the program in meeting
its goal of improving the performance, motivation, and productivity in
schoo! of educationally disadvantaged children.

The study involved 35,286 children at 148 selected elementary schools
in educationally disadvantaged areas throughout the state. It was conducted
for the office of the state’s Legislative Analyst, by the Center for the
Study of Evaluation (CSE) at UCLA.

The Legislature voted in 1973 (AB 451) to require a study of the Pre-
school Program. The study was intended to assist the legislators in deter-
mining whether or in what form to provide for future funding of the
program, whose federal support runs out June 30, 1975.

In the report of their study, CSE concluded that the Preschool Program
“probably” was successful in spurring performance and motivation of stu-
dents. However, no evidence was found to justify a statement that the
program ‘“‘definitely” fostered improved performance and motivation.
Moreover, CSE concluded that the Preschool Program probably did not
improve the productivity of its graduates.

In addition, CSE found no significant difference between the perform-
ance, motivation, or productivity of students who had been enrolled in
the Preschool Program and that of students who had been enrolled in
the California Children’s Center program.

For their study, the CSE researchers selected children currently in kin-
dergarten, first grade, or second grade who previously had participated
for at least a vear in the State Preschool Program. They then compared
scores that these children registered on various tests with scores of two
groups of other children: those who were not graduates of any identifiable
Preschool Program and those who had attended a Children’s Center pro-
gram.

In no case did the graduates of the Preschool Program score significantly
better on tests of performance, motivation, or productivity in kindergarten,
first grade, or second grade than the children who had not been enrolled
in a Preschool Program. However, on most of the tests of performance
and all of the tests of motivation, the scores registered by the graduates
of the Preschool Program also were not significantly lower than those
registered by the children not exposed te the program. That is, on these
tests there was no statistically significant difference between the average
scores of the Preschool graduates and those of the children who had re-
ceived no Preschool training.
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The CSE researchers judged this finding to indicate that exposure to
the Preschool Program probably—but not definitely—was associated with
some improvement in student performance and motivation.

The researchers acknowledged that the decision to evaluate in this way
the lack of significant difference between the test scores of the two groups
could be viewed as generous to the Preschool Program. But they noted
that there was reason to believe that the backgrounds of the students
who were enrolled in the Preschool Program might have been even more
educationally disadvantaged than those of their current elementary school
classmates. If that were true, then the Preschool Program could be judged
at least a partial success if it raised the performance and motivation levels
of its graduates up to the levels of their present school classmates.

Therefore, the CSE researchers decided to give the Preschool Program
the benefit of the doubt and rate it a “probable” success if the test scores
of its graduates were not significantly different from the scores of their
elementary school classmates. The researchers would have rated the pro-
gram a “definite” success if the test scores of its graduates were signifi-
cantly superior, on average, to those of their present classmates, '

These problems could have been avoided, the CSE researchers said,
had they been able to use an “experimental” research design. This would
have involved randomly assigning some children to the Preschool Program,
some to the Children’s Centers, and some to No-Program, and then follow-
ing their progress through the first three years of elementary school. Such
an evaluation study would have permitted the researchers to be completely
confident that their findings were due solely to the influences of the various
Preschool experiences, rather than to differences in the initial educational
capacity of the children. However, that sort of study would have required
more than three years to complete, and the Legislature wanted the results
within one year. Moreover, the Legislature specifically called for an
“after-the-fact” research design which would serve as a substitute for a
three-year “experimental” research design.

The CSE evaluators began their study by selecting a representatwe
statewide sample of agencies operating State Preschool Programs. They
chose 42 such agencies, in cities ranging from Redding in the north to
San Diego and Calexico in the south. Heavily represented, of course, were
the Los Angeles and San Francisco areas, the state’s leading population
centers. The researchers then identified 148 elementary schools attended
by graduates of the 42 Preschool agencies.

Data were collected for 35,286 children attending kindergarten, first
grade, and second grade at the selected schools. The researchers then
went through rosters of each classroom, selecting all the Preschool gradu-
ates on whom there was evaluation information and picking an equal
or smaller number of children who had received no Preschool training.
These final samples contained 1,180 kindergarteners who had been
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enrolled in the Preschool Program and 1,148 who had not; 977 first graders
who were graduates of the Preschool Program and 974 who were not;
and 714 second graders who had attended the Program vs. 712 who had
not. In addition, three more samples were selected of children who had
been enrolled in a Children’s Center program: 146 kindergarteners, 94
first graders, and 66 second graders.

In seeking measures of the performance, motivation, and productivity
of these children, the researchers took great care to disrupt as little as
possible the everyday activities of their schools. The rescarchers found
they could obtain meaningful and comprehensive data without having
to administer a battery of special tests to the children. In fact, they adminis-
tered only one such test. The other data were assembled from scores on
tests already administered to all children in California public schools and
from special rating sheets completed by the children’s current teachers.

The CSE analysts noted that it might have been useful to examine other
aspects of the impact of the Preschool Program, such as its effect on
medical or nutritional supervision of children. But the law mandating the
evaluation study directed the researchers to concentrate their analysis on
performance, motivation, and productivity.

To measure PERFORMANCE the researchers used scores on two tests
administered statewide. For children in the first grade at the time of the
evaluation they used the Entry Level Test, developed by the California
State Department of Education to measure immediate recall, letter recog-
nition, auditory discrimination, visual discrimination, and language devel-
opment of children. For children in the second grade the researchers used
the Cooperative Primary Test—Reading, which had been administered to
the students in the Spring of their first grade year. To perform on this
test students must read words, sentences, and paragraphs.

The researchers used two measures of MOTIVATION: the Attitude to
School Questionnaire (a test devised at CSE in 1970) and children’s atten-
dance records, as maintained by their classroom teachers. Scores on the
Questionnaire, which was administered to children by their teachers, were
collected for students in all three grades, as were attendance records.

The Questionnaire recorded student responses to pictures and oral de-
scriptions of various school-related activities. The children responded by
circling a drawing of a happy, neutral, or sad face.

Although absenteeism has not been widely used in large-scale evaluation
studies as a reflection of student interest in school, the CSE analysts said
they found support for employing it as such in their review of research
on assessing young children.

The researchers decided to define student PRODUCTIVITY not in terms
of output of educationally useful products, such as completed homework
assignments or projects, or even poems and scientific experiments, but
rather in terms of the students’ devotion to accomplishing tasks. To test



4 EVALUATION STUDY

this quality the analysts used a Student Productivity Index, on which the
children’s classroom teachers were asked to assess each child on a scale
of 1 through 7 in terms of such criteria as “pays attention to own activities
when other things are going on” and “stays with job until he/she is fin-
ished.” 7

On the vast majority of these tests of performance, motivation, and
productivity, the CSE analysts found no significant difference between
the scores of the Preschool Program’s graduates and the scores of their
classmates, Here are the principal exceptions:

—On the Cooperative Primary Test—Reading, administered in the
Spring of the first grade year, the Preschool graduates scored significantly
less well than their classmates who had attended no Preschool Program.

—On the Student Productivity Index, the Preschool graduates scored
significantly less well in each of the three grades than did their classmates
who had attended no Preschool Program.

—XKindergarten children who were graduates of the Preschool Program
were absent a significantly greater proportion of the Fall 1973 semester
than their classmates who had attended the Children’s Center program.
(In the other two grades there was no significant difference between the
absence rates of the Preschool graduates and those of their classmates.)

The CSE researchers performed additional analyses to supplement their
basic study. One such analysis concerned the effect of enrichment of ele-
mentary school programs on the performance, motivation, and produc-
tivity of kindergarteners, first graders, and second graders. The impact
on children of a successful Preschool Program might be “washed out”
by an ineffective early elementary school program. To test for this possibil-
ity, the analysts grouped the children in the study by the degree of enrich-
ment of their elementary school program. Those whose schools were re-
ceiving aid under fewer than three state or federal programs were classed
in the “Low-Enrichment” group, and those whose schools received aid
under three or more such programs (the maximum for any school in the
study was seven) were classified “High-Enrichment.”

Perhaps surprisingly, the students in the High-Enrichment schools in
no cases registered significantly higher performance, motivation, or pro-
ductivity than those in the Low-Enrichment schools. In five cases, more-
over, the students in the High-Enrichment classes registered significantly
poorer scores than those in Low-Enrichment classes. This finding suggests
that the enrichment programs might be detrimental to the performance,
motivation, or productivity of students, but the researchers—citing sam-
pling limitations—cautioned against drawing such conclusions, because
the schools receiving more enrichment are likely more in need of it.

Another special analysis performed by the CSE researchers concerned
whether any particular type of Preschool Program proved more successful
than other types. In the past, concern has been expressed that massive
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evaluation studies of programs as large as the State Preschool Program
fail to discriminate between the successful and unsuccessful versions of
the Program, because they necessarily deal with averages, lumping to-
gether the results of a good Preschool agency in one area with a poor
one in another.

In an effort to discriminate between the types of Preschools, the re-
searchers asked administrators of the 42 Preschool agencies in the study
sample to rank five goals and purposes for Preschool Programs in order
of relative importance. The responses enabled the analysts to divide the
Preschool agencies into three groups: 20 which emphasized *“Preacademic
Skills,” 11 which emphasized “Socialization and Interaction Skills,” and
11 which emphasized “Attitudes to School and Learning.”

On almost all the measures of performance, motivation, and productivity
used, there was no significant difference among the average scores of
students from each of the three categories of Preschool Programs. The
exception was in absence rates. In both kindergarten and first grade, chil-
dren who had attended Preschool Programs emphasizing Social and In-
teraction Skills were absent significantly less often than those who had
attended Preschool Programs emphasizing Preacademic Skills or Attitudes
to Schoo! and Learning. At the second grade level there was no significant
difference in the absence rate.



Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

In 1965, the California Legislature appropriated funds for a state-wide
pre-school program, to be partly federally funded, by enacting AB 1331,
Chapter 1248. The program was based on the Legislature’s belief that
“the introduction of young children to an atmosphere of learning will
improve their performance and increase their motivation and productivity
when they enter school” (Chapter 3, 1645). Since the initiation of the
State Preschool Program, AB 451 was signed into law on October 1, 1973,
and restated the legislative intent of the Program:

The Legislature established the preschool program with a strong
education component to prepare children for success in school, and
declared that the program constitutes an essential component of
public social services. The Legislature believes that the introduction
of young children of low-income or disadvantaged families to an
atmosphere of learning will improve their performance and increase
their motivation and productivity when they enter-a regular school
(AB 451, Chapter 1005, Section 6). i

AB 451 also specified the Legislature’s intent to investigate whether
or not, and to what extent, “‘the present services delivered under the
preschool program are meeting purposes for which the program was es-
tablished and whether the program should be fully funded with state
general funds” (Ihid). One component of the investigation was to be an
evaluative study of the State Preschool Program’s success in achieving
- the objectives of improved performance, motivation, and productivity of
children matriculating through the regular elementary school system (Ibid,
Sec. 7). The Legislature further declared that the evaluation should in-
clude, to the extent possible, “a retrospective analysis™ of improved and
sustained motivation, performance, and productivity in the early elementa-
ry years (Ibid).

Evaluation Questions and Evaluation Design

The Center for the Study of Evaluation (CSE) at the University of
California, Los Angeles, was selected to perform the evaluative study.
To fulfill its responsibility, CSE posed the following specific question that
was intended to mirror faithfully the Legislature’s intent, but that was
framed in a way conducive to an evaluation design:

Do children who previously experienced the State Preschool Program
for at least one year show significantly improved performance, mo-
tivation, and productivity in their subsequent elementary schools

6



INTRODUCTION 7

when compared with children who have either experienced other
pre-school programs (like the California Children’s Centers}, or have
not experienced a traceable institutionalized pre-school program?

This question called for comparisons among three different groups of
children, as illustrated below.

Children experiencing the Children experiencing the | Children with No Traceable

State Preschool Program California Children’s Center| Institutionalized Pre-school
Program Program

Performance Performance Performance

Motivation Motivation Motivation

Productivity Productivity Productivity

In addition, CSE investigated an important aspect of the same children’s
continuing elementary education by asking whether their comparative
performance, motivation, and productivity was significantly affected by
the number of enrichment programs, both federal and state, in their ele-
mentary schools.

The additional question called for another comparison to be made on
the basis of whether the elementary schools presently educating the chil-
dren received high enrichment, many sources of enrichment funding, or
low enrichment, few sources of enrichment funding, for their regular
educational programs. The question adds to the illustration, as below.

Children Children Children with No
experiencing the experiencing the Traceable
State Preschool California Children’s | Institutionalized
Program Center Program Pre-school Program
Children receiving Performance Performance Performance
low elementary- Maotivation Motivation Motivation
school enrichment Productivity Productivity Productivity
Children receiving Performance Performance Performance
high elementary- Motivation Motivation Motivation
school enrichment Productivity Productivity Productivity

To answer these evaluation questions, the comparative performance,
motivation, and productivity of children currently in kindergarten
(1972-73 pre-school class), the first (1971-72 pre-school class), and second
{1970-71 pre-school class) grades in a sample of regular elementary schools
throughout California was examined, using an “after-the-fact” evaluation
design. The findings formed the basis for the retrospective evaluation of
the extent to which the State Preschool Program was successful in achiev-
ing its purposes during those years.
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CSE also anticipated that the answers to the above primary evaluation
questions might not reflect a clear superiority or clear inferiority of the
Preschool graduates. In this event, the Legislature would not have enough
information to make an unequivocal “yes-no” decision about continued
funding. By merging all of the various Preschool agencies into a single
group, treating them as an undifferentiated program, and seeking a detec-
table “State Preschool effect,” CSE thought it might be overlooking infor-
mation the Legislature would find useful.

The answer to the primary evaluation questions, therefore, had to be
elaborated, because “State Preschool” in reality consists of a variety of
different programs and approaches. It was perfectly possible, for instance,
that “no overall Preschool effect” would be found, when in fact some
Preschool agencies had a strong positive effect, while others had a strong
negative effect, with one cancelling the other out in an overall assessment.
The secondary thrust of the evaluation, therefore, lay in providing an
elaboration of the primary questions. For example, if the various agencies
had different kinds of success, it might have been attributed to variations
in their purposes and methods. Therefore, CSE had each agency classify
itself according to its primary educational purpose. The results of the
comparisons among the types of agencies were then used to indicate which
type had the greatest effect. This information was offered to the Legisla-
ture to enable it to make intermediate funding decisions, even if it decided
that the evaluation information was insufficient for a “yes-no” decision.
An example of the type of decision it might make could be stated as
follows, “Fund the program, but mandate the adoption of the successful
methods.” '

Limitations on the Evaluation

Limitations caused hy the evaluation questions. CSE intentionally deli-
mited its retrospective evaluation of the State Preschool Program by asking
questions and seeking answers that conformed to the letter and spirit of
the Legislature’s requirements in AB 451. It did not address all of the
important questions that might have been asked about the State Preschool
Program. For example, the evaluation did not address the Program’s effects
on parental participation or the effects of medical or nutritional super-
vision. It did not measure the impact of the Program on the morale or
self-concepts of the children, their parents, or teachers. Further, because
this was an “after-the-fact” evaluation, CSE could not directly observe
children in the Preschools to analyze various secondary mental health
or social benefits. Many may find these limitations to be lamentable, but,
in fact, their purposeful imposition provided a much-needed focus to the
evaluation of so large a statewide effort.

Limitations due to the evaluation design. In after-the-fact evaluative
studies like the present one, conclusions are drawn about events that have
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already taken place and over which the evaluator has had no experimental
control. These studies lack much of the elegance and precision of the
traditional research experiment in which the investigator regulates condi-
tions and directly observes events. If this evaluation, for example, had
involved a more traditional experimental situation, children would have
been randomly assigned to three pre-school experience groups and the
groups would have been monitored over the three years. Random assign-
ment and direct observation would have permitted the evaluator to be
completely confident that the findings were due solely to the influences
of the pre-school experiences, rather than to systematic differences among
the groups of children experiencing them.

For example, the eligibility and selection standards of the State Pre-
school Program (designed to meet political as well as social needs) inten-
tionally attracted children from families with particular combinations of
disadvantaged economic, educational, and ethnic backgrounds. Because
of their family’s or subculture’s shared values and attitudes toward educa-
tion, the children are likely to have responded to school in uniformly
different ways from the children who had other pre-school experiences.
Random assignment to the various pre-school experiences would have
eliminated the prejudicial effects of such selective eligibility standards
for the Preschool Program, but was clearly impossible to have implement-
ed. Therefore, in conducting this retrospective evaluation, CSE had no
choice but to accept the limitations of the after-the-fact design, and to
develop procedures that could nonetheless provide accurate conclusions.

The evaluation procedures employed incorporated currently available
and carefully reviewed techniques for selecting, collecting, and analyzing
information in order to ensure arriving at the most accurate and objective
conclusions about the State Preschool Program. The conclusions were
based on the measureable performance, motivation, and productivity of
children in regular elementary schools throughout the State. Nevertheless,
it must be repeated that the conclusions of an after-the-fact evahuative
study should be interpreted with great care.

Additional limitations. California’s State Preschools sometimes receive
funds from one or more additional federal funding sources, like Head
Start or Title I (Audit Report, Chapter 10, p. 73). In addition to multiple
funding sources, services and children of the various programs are fre-
quently commingled. Thus, in arriving at conclusions about the State Pre-
schools, it was sometimes impossible to account for the effects of other,
possibly significant influences.

Another limitation on this evaluation resulted from the fact that some
of the services and children of the State Preschools and of the California
Children’s Centers were commingled. Commingling was evidenced by
shared space or facilities, or by children whose names appeared on class
lists for both programs. Fortunately for the purpose of this comparative
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evaluation, such commingling was uncommon, involving few Preschools
and Centers, and thus allowing relatively pure groups of children to be
established on the basis of their pre-school experience. Children on the
records of both programs were eliminated from the study.

The evaluation would have benefited greatly if “improvement” could
have been more precisely assessed for each of the three types of experi-
ences. But such precision demanded baseline data, or quantitative informa-
tion on the children before the start of their pre-school experiences. Such
early information on the children’s performance, motivation, or produc-
tivity, or even on their socio-economic status was, however, with few
exceptions, unavailable. Without it, CSE could only establish comparative
relationships among the groups of children. It could not provide informa-
tion on how far they had moved from their initial positions to their current
accomplishments. Therefore, the evaluation was limited by an inability
to detect whether or not the State Preschool children had “improved”
slightly, but perhaps not sufficiently to show that their performance, mo-
tivation, and productivity was at, or above, the level of children with
other experiences. This additional limitation, resulting from the lack of
baseline data, was addressed in the formulation of the evaluation hypothe-
ses.

The project calendar describes the sequence of events in which CSE
moved from the evaluation questions to the evaluation study’s findings.

FIGURE 1.1

PROJECT CALENDAR

October 19, 1973 Meeting with Richard W. Brandsma and others from the Office
of the Legislative Analyst.

Qctober 19, 1973 Letter proposal for the Evaluation Study of AB 451 submitted to
Richard W, Brandsma.

November 19, 1973 Meeting in Sacramento with Harold E. Geiogue of the Office of
the Legislative Analyst and Jack Housden of the Department of
Education.

November 20, 1973 Revised evaluation design submitted to Dr. William B. Michael
of the University of Southern California for review.

November 30, 1973  Meeting with Dr. Michael at USC for discussion of possible
revision of evaluation design.

December 1, 1973 Sampling procedures refined and implemented.

January 10, 1974 Meeting with Jerry Evans, Legislative Budget Committee, Office
of the Legislative Analyst, at UCLA.

January 17, 1974 Visit to Sacramento to obtain Preschool Agency PEP 10 Forms.
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February 4, 1974  Meeting with the Greater Los Angeles Community Action Agency,
supervised by John R. Shaffer and Ella Nomland. Visit to
Sacramento to get Racial/Ethnic data on Preschool Agencies from
Department of Education, Division of Program Evaluation.

February 15, 1974  Letter jointly signed by A- Alan Post and Wilson Riles sent to 148
sample elementary schools.

February 18, 1974  School Districts sent copies of jointly signed letter and given the
names of elementary schools to be visited by CSE staff.

February 19, 1974 First written communication with the sample Preschool agencies,
including jointly signed letter, requests for rosters, and Preschool
Purpose Survey Cards.

February 22, 1974 Letter to 148 sémple elementary schools introducing CSE,

reiterating the purposes of evaluation study, and providing
information to teachers whose students are to participate in study.

March 5, 1974 Meeting with the Governor's Advisory Committee on Child
Development Programs.

March 18, 1974 First CSE Survey Kit sent to schools, based on rosters asked for
in letters sent on February 18 and February 22.

April 1, 1974 First pick up of CSE Survey Kit by CSE field staff.

April 5, 1974 Meeting with Dr. William Michael of USC for periodic review of
study design and procedures.

April 11, 1974 Requests for rosters sent to sample Children’s Centers.
April 29, 1974 Last set of CSE Survey Kits sent to sample elementary schools.

May 14, 1974 Obtained psychometric information on Entry Level Test from Drs.
Sheppard and Carlson, Division of Program Evaluation.

May 20, 1974 Sample agencies sent a formal note of appreciation for their
cooperation, including a copy of the CSE-ECRC
Preschool/ K indergarten Test Evaluations.

June 1, 1974 Obtained computer print-out with Entry Level Test scores from
Westinghouse Learning Corporation.

June 3, 1974 Agency Purpose Survey completed. Field visits to elementary
schools completed, Schools sent a formal note of appreciation for
their cooperation, including a copy of the CSE Elementary School

Test Evaluations.
July 1, 1974 Preschool rosters completed, Children’s Centers rosters completed.
July 31, 1974 Data Analysis completed.

August 1-2, 1974 Drs. Hoepfner and Fink attended conference sponsored by the
Early Childhood Project, Evaluation Commission of the States in
Boston, Massachusetts: “Implementing Child Development
Programs™.

August 26, 1974 Preliminary Draft of Final Report completed.
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August 28, 1974

September 6, 1974

September 15, 1974

September 30, 1974

October 1, 1974

Meeting with Jerry Evans at UCLA.

Review of Preliminary Draft of Final Report by Ms. Virginia
Brown, Riverside County Schools; Ms. Billie Switzer, Head
Teacher, Franklin School, Modesto; Dr. Susan Nummedal,
California State University, Long Beach. Summary of Final Report
by Paul Steiger, Los Angeles Times,

Review of Preliminary Draft of Final Report by Dr, William
Michael.

Submission of Final Report of Evaluation Study to Office of
Legislative Analyst.

Thank You Letter sent to all participants in the evaluation study.




Chapter 11
SAMPLING PROCEDURES

Because the primary focus of this evaluative study was the effectiveness
of the State Preschool Program, the sampling procedures for all three
pre-school experience groups were mainly directed toward ensuring an
accurate selection of former State Preschool children. In other words,
CSE first concerned itself with obtaining a representative sample of chil-
dren who had experienced the State Preschool Program. Next, children
‘in the other two groups were incidentally sampled, using the State Pre-
school children as a reference point. Because of the emphasis on children,
no attempt was made to obtain a representative sample of pre-school
programs or elementary schools.

Sampling the State Preschool Children

A multi-stage sampling procedure was developed to identify those chil-
dren who had experienced the State Preschool Program. This was necessi-
tated by the fact that first Preschools had to be selected for the sample,
and then the children had to be traced to their elementary schools, and
those schools, in turn, had to be sampled. Throughout the discussion of
the sampling of State Preschool children, then, it is important to keep
in mind that three different sampling units were employed: the State
Preschool agencies, recipient elementary schools, and the children them-
selves.

Stage I: Agency Sampling Procedure

The initial unit of sampling was the agency, defined as an administrative
unit receiving AB 1331 funds that was responsible for running a State
Preschool Program. (Sampling on the basis of Preschools or classes would

_have complicated adherence to the three criteria listed below, and would
have reduced the likelihood of identifying all Preschool children at the
second stage, because many Preschools feed their children into common
elementary schools, particularly in urban areas.) Although the State De-
partment of Education supplied information that 192 agencies had been
funded since 1970, the first year of interest to this study, a sample size
of forty agencies was proposed as a feasible number for evaluation. The
following criteria formed the basis for a six-step agency sampling proce-
dure:

a. the length of time each agency was funded

b. the agency's size, based upon the number of children enrolled
c. the agency’s geographic location

13
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Step One. Of all the agencies that were funded by the original AB
1331 Preschool legislation, onlty those that the State Department of Educa-
tion indicated were in operation for three consecutive years, 1970-1971,
1971-1972, and 1972-1973, were initially selected for consideration in
the study. The selection served the purposes of permitting comparisons
of program success through the years and of minimizing the number of
elementary schools that would receive the children and consequently re-
quire CSE staff visits. The (135} agencies which were identified as being
funded for three consecutive years are listed in Figure 2.1.

FIGURE 2.1

THREE-YEAR PRESCHOOL AGCENCIES CONSIDERED IN THE STUDY

Alpha Kappa Alpha Sorority

Alpha Plus Corporation dba Circle
Preschool

Alum Rock Union Elementary School
District

Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Arvin Union School District

Benicia Community Action Council

Berkeley Hills Nursery Schoot

Berkeley Unified School District

Berryessa Unjon School District

Brentwood Union School District

Brittan School District

Cajon Valley Union School District

Calexico Unified School District

California State College, Hayward

California State University, Les Angeles

Capistrano Union School District

Castro Valley Unified School District

Ceres Unified School District

Chula Vista City School District

Compton Unified Schoo! District

Corcoran Unified School District

Cupertino Elementary Schoo! District

Del Paso Heights School District

Department of Education, Diocese of San
Diego ’

Dependency Prevention Commission
(DPC) of San Bernardino

Dubnoff Center for Child Development
and Educational Therapy, Inc.

Economic Opportunity Board {(EOB) of
Riverside

Economic Opportunity Commission of
San Mateo

Education Progress Center

Escondide Union School District

Exceptional Children’s Foundation

Fairfield-Suisun Unified School District

Farmersville School District

First United Methodist Church

Folsom Cordova Unified School District

Fremont Unified School District

Fresno Unified School District

Fullerton Elementary School District

Galt Joint Union School District

Gilroy Unified School District

Goleta Union School District

Greater Los Angeles Community Action
Agency (GLACAA)

Hanford Elementary School District

Harbor Area Retarded Children’s
Foundation

Hayward Unifed School District

Hemet Unified School District

Hughson Union School District

County Superintendent of Schools-Inyo
County

Jefferson Elementary School District

Jurupa Unified School District

Kennedy Child Study Center

Kerman-Floyd Union Elementary School
District

Kern Community College District

Kern Joint Union High School

Keyes Union Elementary School District

La Habra City School District

La Mesa-Spring Valley School District

Lemon Grove School District

Lindsay Unified School District

Lodi Unified School District

Madera Unified School District

Mafundi Institute

Marin County Superintendent of Schools

Martinez Unified School District

Marysville Joint Unified School District

McKinley-Roosevelt Union Elementary
School District




Mendota Union Bistrict

Merced County Department of Education

Modesto City Schools

Meonrovia Unified School District

Mother Lode Union School District

Mt. Diablo Unified School District

National School District

North Sacramento School District

Northern California Child Development,
Inc.

Qakland Unified School District

Oceanside Unified School District

Ontario-Montelair School District

Orange Center Schools

Onxmard School District

Pacific Grove Unified Schools

Palermo Union Elementary School
District

Palo Alto Unified School District

Palo Verde Union School District

Pasadena Community Services
Commission, Inc.

Pasadena Unified School District

Patterson Unified School District

Peter Maurin Neighborhood House, Inc.

Pittsburg Unified School District

Pixley Union School District

Placer Community Action Council, Inc.

Ravenswood City School District

Richmond Unified School District

Rio Hondo Area Action Council

Rio School District

Robla School District

Sacramento City Unified School District

Salinas City School District

San Benito County Office of Education

San Diego Unified School District

San Francisco Community College
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San Jose Unified School District

San Juan Unified School District

San Lorenzo Unified School District

San Lorenzo Valley Unified School
District

San Luis Obispo County Office of
Education

San Mateo City Elementary Schools

San Ysidro School District

Sanger Unified School District

Santa Barbara County Schools Office of
the Superintendent

Santa Clara County Office of Education

Santa Clara Unified School District

Santa Cruz C.A.C.

Santa Maria Schoot District

Santee School District

Shasta County Superintent of Schools

Sonoma County Office of Education

South Bay Union School District

Stanislaus County Department of
Education

Stockton Unified School District

Sunnyvale School District

Telegraph Hill Neighborhood Association

Tulare County Department of Education

Turlock Jeint Union School District

Ukiah Unified School District

University of Southern California

Vallejo City Unified School District

Ventura County Head Start Preschool
Program

Villa Esperanza

‘Washington Unified School District

Weaver Preschool

Westminster School District

Whisman School District

Willits Unified School District

Yuba City Unified School District

Step Two. The purpose of selection during this step was to ensure at
the outset representation of the largest receivers of AB 1331 funds and
thus, the major Preschool programs. It was decided that the inclusion
of all agencies with a total enrollment of ‘950 or more children would
satisfy this purpose. Ten agencies were selected in this fashion. Three
of them, Dependency Prevention Commission (DPC) of San Bernardino,
Equal Opportunity Board (EOB) of Riverside County, and Greater Los
Angeles Community Action Agency (GLACAA), were later identified as
meta-agencies (umbrella agencies with administrative authority over one
or more agency). Sampling within each meta-agency was then necessary.
However, agency names for the respective meta-agencies were not avail-
able during this sampling step. The ten agencies selected in Step Two
were:
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Compton Unified Schoal District

Dependency Prevention Commission {DPC) of San Bernardino
Economic Opportunity Board (EOB) of Riverside County
Fresno Unified School District

Greater Los Angeles Community Action Agency (GLACAA)
Oakland Unified Scheol District

Richmond Unified School District

San Diego Unified School District

Stockton Unified School District

Tulare County Department of Education

Step Three. All agencies not selected in Step Two were plotted on a
map of California. Those located in outlying areas were selected for the
sample so that it would be geographically representative. Six agencies
were added:

Calexico Unified School District

County Superintendent of Schools-Inyo County
Northern California Child Development, Inc.
Shasta County Superintendent of Schools
Ukiah Unified School District

Yuba City Unified School District

Of the remaining agencies on the map, several geographic clusters were
visually apparent. Sampling was performed within these clusters with the
following exceptions: (a} clusters containing the metropolitan areas of San
Francisco-Oakland, Los Angeles, and San Diego were excluded because
Step Two sampling yielded agencies in these areas, and (b) clusters contain-
ing the three meta-agencies identified in Step Two were also excluded
because sampling within them would occur when their respective agency
names became available. Ten geographic clusters containing 43 agencies
remained, from which 12 agencies were selected on the basis of district
size and number of Preschool classrooms.

Arvin Union School District

Santa Cruz County C A.C.

Goleta Union School District

Hemet Unified School District

Oceanside Unified School District

Oxnard School District

Palermo Union Elementary School District
Modesto City Schools

San Luis Obispo County Office of Education
Santa Maria School District

Sonoma County Office of Education
Sacramento City Unified School District

At this point 28 agencies had been chosen,



SAMPLING PROCEDURES 17

Step Four. Twelve additional agencies were needed to complete the
projected sample. They were selected randomly, using a table of random
numbers, from all agencies not already chosen:

Archdiocese of Los Angeles

Exceptional Children’s Foundation
Monrovia Unified School District

Rio School District

Robla School District

San Benito County Office of Education

San Lorenzo Valley Unified School District
San Ysidro School District

Cupertino Elementary Unified School District
Ventury County Community Action Agency
Villa Esperanza

Weaver Preschool

At this point forty agencies had been chosen.

Step Five. Following Step Four, agency names became available for
two meta-agencies (DPC of San Bernardino and EOB of Riverside County).
Two three-year agencies were selected within DPC of San Bernardino,
and two three-year agencies within EOB of Riverside County in order
to represent district size and geographic area. These four agencies were
substituted for their two meta-agencies, thereby increasing the sample
size to 42.

At this time it was also learned that one agency (the Barstow Unified
School District) had been funded for fewer than three years. Victor School
District was then selected as its replacement because it satisfied the criteria
by which the Barstow Unified School District had been originally chosen.

Step Five agencies were:

Del Rey Foundation

Needles Unified School District
Palo Verde Unified School District
Victor School District

Step Six. Following Step Five, the agency names for GLACAA became
available and one of its three-year agencies (Los Angeles County Unified
School District) was chosen on the basis of geographic representativeness
and number of classrooms. This agency was substituted for GLACAA.
The sample size remained unchanged. At this point, however, a repre-
sentative from Los Angeles County Unified School District informed CSE
that the District was also an umbrella agency. Consequently, a replacement
agency from the GLACAA list, the Latin American Civic Association,
was selected on the same basis. The geographical distribution of the final
sample of 42 agencies is reproduced in Figure 2.2.
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FIGURE 2.2

Map of Geographical Distribution of Sample of Forty-Two State Preschool
Agencies

oo
Sl
T

In order to establish the extent to which the sample of 42 agencies
characterized the population of 226 agencies, they were compared in terms
of their racial and ethnic compositions because of the importance of these
factors to the ideals of compensatory education and because information
about race and ethnicity was accessible. To obtain the information, a letter
was sent to the heads of all 226 agencies, requesting that they describe
the numbers or percentages of children that were American Indian, Black,
QOriental, Spanish American or Other White (racial/ethnic categories and
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names adopted from statewide statistical reports}. The letter, completed
and returned by 221 agencies, is reprinted in Figure 2.3. The results of
the comparison between the sample and the population State Preschool
agencies are given in Table 2.1.

FICURE 2.3

Letter Sent to State Preschool Agency Population Requesting Racial/Ethnic
Information

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

BERLELEY - DAYIS + TWINE * LOA ANGELES + FUVERSIDE = SAN DIZCO * SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CRUZ

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF EVALUATION
UCLA GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
105 ANGELES, CALIFORNIA  G0024

The Office of the Legislative Analyst of the State of California has
contracted with the Center for the Study of Evaluation at UCLA for the
purpose of evaluating the effectiveness of the State Preschool Program
{AB 1331). Because your agency has received funds for the progrem we are
requesting data on the racial cempesition of the preschoel children in
your program for the purpase of comparing our sample with the total of
all the funded programs.

For your convenience, this form has been especially preparec for you
to fill in the appropriate information. ile anticipate that most agencies
will obtain the data from the most recent Annual Statistical Report, Child
Development (enters; but whatever the source or method used, it should
represent the total of all state funded preschool children ysur agency has
responsibility far. Only children who are recipients of the State Preschool
Program should be included.

American Kpanish ther
indian Black Pricotal __ Pmerican hite

Humber
of
Children
Percent
of
Children

You may fi11 in either the number of children in each group or the
percentage of children in each group {or both if available).

& self-addressed, postage paid envelope has been included. Ue wauld
greatly appreciate receipt of this informaticn as soon as possible. Thank
you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

(il &t Crs
William A, Conniff, Jr.

Research Associate, California
Preschool Evaluaticn Project
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Table 2.1

Comparison of 42 Sample State Preschool Agencies with 221 State Preschool
Agencies on the Basis of Percentages of Their Racial and Ethnic Cemposition

(Sample) {Population)

42 Agencies 221 Agencies
American Indian 437 2.22
Black 22170 21.78
Oriental 1.44 3.06
Spanish American 31.75 35.87
Other White 40.20 37.20

Communications with the Preschool agencies. Initial contact with the
42 sample agencies was made by telephone in order to introduce CSE,
explain the purposes of the evaluation study, and ask for nominations
of elementary schools that were likely to have received the most former
Preschool students. The phone call was followed by a letter to the adminis-
trator of each agency restating the purposes of the evaluative study, and
asking for Preschool rosters for 1970-1971, 1971-1972, and 1972-1973.
This letter is given in Figure 2.4.

Included with the above letter were the Agency Preschool Purpose
Survey postcards, which are described in the next section on Measures
of Preschool Agencies, asking the agency administrators to rank each of
the five possible preschool purposes in connection with their own pro-
gram’s goals during 1970-71, 1971-72, and 1972-73, and a copy of a
letter about the study addressed to the elementary school principals in
the sample signed by Wilson Riles, the State Superintendent of Public
Instruction, and A. Alan Post, the Legislative Analyst. After CSE received
the rosters from all 42 agencies, a letter of gratitude was sent out, accom-
panied by a complimentary copy of the CSE-ECRC Preschool/Kindergarten
Test Evaluations (Hoepfner, Stern, Nummedal, et al., 1971). A copy of
this letter is reproduced in Figure 2.5. A formal letier of appreciation,
signed by Mr. Riles and Mr. Post was also sent to each agency. This
letter is reprinted in Figure 2.6,

Stage II: Elementary School Sampling Procedure

The purpose of the school sampling procedure was to select regular
elementary schools, containing State Preschool children formally enrolled
in the 42 agencies selected in Stage I. School sampling consisted of three
steps:

1. Identification of the elementary schools that had enrolled the largest

numbers of former State Preschool children.
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2. Selection of schools that were representative of their respective agen-
cies in enrollment size.

3. Selection of schools that were representative of their respective agen-
cies in racial and ethnic composition.

FIGURE 2.4

Introductory Letter to State Preschool Agency Administrators

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

BEREELEY + DAVIS + IRVINE « LOS ANGELES * AIVEREIDE - SAK DIECO * SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CRUZ

CENTER FOR THE 5TUDY OF EVALUATION
VCLA GRADUATE 5CHOOH. OF EDUCATION
LOS ANCELES, CALIFORNIA 90034

Thank you very much for helping us obtain the information we need to
conduct the California Preschoal Evaluation Preoject in connection with
AB 451, Now that we are begirning our study, we will be contacting some
of the elementary schools served by the State Preschool Pregrams {AB 1331},
One of our first steps will be to send the enclosed Tetter to school
principals throughout California. Ve are sending a copy of it to you for
your information only. Hopefully, the letter clearly explains the aims
and purposes of our project.

We are also enclosing three self-addressed, postcard ranking forms for
you to fill out. As you can tell from them, we are interested in determin-
ing the particular arientation of your preschool program for each of the
three years, 1970-1971, 1971-1972, and 1972-1973. We would appreciate your
filling out the postcards and promptly returning them to us.. We realize
that you may not have been involved in the State Preschool Program during
all of those years, but we hope that you can make some judgments about the
orientation during each of the previous years, or ask someore who was in-
volved at that time to make the rankings for you, In adgition, if you have
not already sent us class rosters for each child attending afl prescheols
during the three years, please do so as seon as pessible.

Thank you again for your ccoperation.

Sincerely yours,

Ralph Hoepfrer
Director

Arilene Fink

Assistant Director

California Preschool Evaluation
Project

Enclasure
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FIGURE 2.5

Thank You Letter Sent by CSE to State Preschool Agencies

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

BEREELEY = DAVIS - IRVINE + LOS ANGELES * RIVIRAIDE - H SANTA DARBARA r SANTA CRUZ

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF EYALUATION
UCLA GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024

Thank you very much for helping us obtain the information we need
for our California Preschool Evaiuation Project. Your preschool agency
has supplied us with lists of elementary schools currently atiended by
your former students, class registers of your former students, and
postcards indicating the nature and emphasis of your program during the
three years we are studying. We are very grateful for the efforts you
and your staff have extended in providing us with this information, and
we would like to thank you formally. We hope that the enclosed CSE
Preschool/Kindergarten Test Evaluation book will serve as a token of
our appreciation and that you will find the book useful.

We are well aware that our evaluation findings may have a direct
bearing on your program, so as soon as we have completed our study, we
will share our report to the Legisiative Analyst with you. We hope
that you find it an accurate reflectian of Califernia's preschools,
and that it will provide you with some information about your own program.

Once again, thank you far your generous heip.

Sincerely,

Arlene Fink, Assistant Director
California Preschool Evaluation Preject
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FIGURE 2.6

Thank You Letter Sent by the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the
Legislative Analyst to Participants in Study

WoW RILER
Superintendeni of Public lpatruction
and Director of Educaton

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT CF EDUCATION

711 CAPITOL MALL, SACRAMENTO 95814

October 1, 1974

Dear

We want to thank you for participating in the evaluative Study
of the State Preschool Program undertaken by the Center for the Study
of Evaluation at UCLA for the Office of the Legislative Analyst.

The study required the assistance of many individuals and
organizattons throughout the state - teachers, aides, principals,
children's centers staff, school district personnel, and the staff
of sponsoring agencies. MWe are very grateful for your cooperation
and hopeful that the findings of the study will justify the time and
effort you contributed to it.

The results of the study will be reported to the Legislature
on Movember 1, as directed by Assembly 8111 451 of 1973. This report
will be reproduced in sufficient number to be available for all who
participated.

Once again, thank you for your contribution to this study and
to the work of the Legislature in dealing with impaortant guestions
about education in California.

Sincerely, Y
2

son RTles
Superintendent of PublicyInstruction

(Y P 2ot

A, ¥Tan Post
Legistative Analyst

Step One. The heads of State Preschool agencies were contacted by
telephone and were requested to nominate up to eight elementary schools
that were most likely to have received the largest numbers of former
AB 1331 Preschoolers. A telephone interview form was developed for
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the purpose of obtaining this and additional information required for the
study. The form appears in Figure 2.7. In brief, the interview form enabled
the interviewer to: '

1. Check that the agency had heen funded for the past three years.
FIGURE 2.7

Telephone Interview Form to Obtain Elementary School Sample

Program Director Name of Agency & Code No.
Contact Persom
Telephene No. Dates Centacted

AGENCY TELEPHONE CALLS

The foilowing information should be obtaimed or comeunicated during the initial comtact
with the Agency Coordinator.

1. Ask for the current coordinator (head of all) of the State Preschools.

2. ldentify yourself and us to the agency director:

California Preschool Evaluation Project, UCLA
Working with the State Department of Education and the Office of the

Legislative Analyst for the Legislature
purpose: To find owt how successful State Preschools are

3. Find out whether agency was funded during 1970-197%, 197%-1972, 1972-19737

4, Ask for the number of preschool locations for each year:
1970-1971
1N-1972
1972-1973

5. For each year, which elementary schools did the Preschool children go to?
The 1970-71 Preschool children went to the following elementary schools:

The 1971-72 Preschoo) children went to the following elementary schools:

The 1§72-73 Preschool children went to the follewing elementary schools:

{NOTE: 1f the Agency Coordinator cannot give you a list of the elementary schools,
ask for the names of the person(s} at the head of each preschool Nocatien and the
address of the location for each of the three years. (Phone numbers would be belpful.)

6. Tell Agency Coordinator that we will be sending him/her a questionnaire for
more informationm.

7. Ask him how we can obtain class rosters for each preschool class at each
preschool lacation for each year. [f Agency Ceordimator implies that he/she has
ask them to send them to us.
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2. Request the names of the recipient elementary schools containing
the largest numbers of former AB 1331 children for each of the
three vears.

3. Notify the agency that CSE would be forwarding a questionnaire
requesting additiona) information about the agency’s Preschool objec-
tives.

4. Request Preschool rosters for each of the three years.

The elementary schools nominated by the agency heads were checked
against data in the 1973 California Public School Directory to ensure that
they enrolled students in kindergarten, first-grade and second-grade since
the AB 1331 recipients in this study were in those grades at the time
of sampling. In a few cases, schools originally nominated by agencies were
replaced at the request of the district or agency. These changes included:

Elm Street in Bishop replaced Olancha in Inyo County hecause
Olancha received no AB 1331 children.

Sunnyslope was selected to represent San Benito since the other
schools in the Holtister District had not received AB 1331 chil-
dren below the third grade.

Cook replaced Bruce for Santa Maria because it received more
Preschool children than Bruce, which is a larger school.

John 1. Doyle replaced Belleciew in Tulare at the district’s re-
quest since Belleview received fewer, less representative chil-
dren than Doyle.

Pierpont replaced Sheridun Way in Ventura hecause Sheridan
Way is now an Intermediate School.

In Sacramento, Fruit Ridge. Jedediah Smith and Ouk Ridge re-
placed Alice Birney, Bear Flag and Coloma because they have
larger populations of ex-preschoolers.

Redwood Valley in Ukiah was added since Calpella does not
have a kindergarten. Redwood kindergarten students go to Cal-
pella.

Step Two. Representation in terms of size of enrollment was provided
by selecting two large and two small schools from the lists of recipient
schools nominated by each Preschool agency. There were, however, excep-
tions to this policy. Some agencies had nominated four or fewer recipient
schools. When this happened, all the nominated schools were selected.
Other exceptions were those where enrollment sizes were so homogeneous
that it was impossible to meaningfully distinguish between large and small
schools. In these cases, racial/ethnic composition became the selection
criterion. Thus, the sequence of Steps Two and Three in the school sam-
pling was sometimes recrdered.
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Step Three. Recipient regular elementary schools were included only
if their racial/ethnic compositions were similar to that of their “feeder”
Preschools. The racial/ethnic composition of the recipient schools was
obtained from the 1970 Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary
Schools in Selected Districts: Enrollment and Staff by Racial/Ethnic
Group. The racial/ethnic compesition of the Preschools in each agency
was obtained from the 1972-73 Statistical Report which each agency had
filed with the State Department of Education.

One hundred forty-eight elementary schools were selected for the sam-
ple. They are listed by Preschool agency and located by school district
in Figure 2.8. A map of their location by district is provided in Figure
2.9 to graphically illustrate their geographical representativeness.

FIGURE 2.8

148 Sample Elementary Schools and their Associated Preschool Agencies
Located by School District

ARCHDIOCESE OF LOS ANGELES
Los Angeles Unified School District
Brooklyn Avenue Elementary
Riggin Elementary
Wadsworth Elementary
112th Street Elementary
ARVIN UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
Arvin Union School District
Sierra Vista Elementary
CALEXICO UNIFIED
SCHOOL MISTRICT
Calexico Unified School District
Dool Elementary
Hoffman Elementary
Jefferson Elementary
Mains Elementary
SANTA CRUZ COMMUNITY
ACTION AGENCY
Pajaro Valley Joint Unified School District
Freedom Elementary
Hall District Elementary
Santa Cruz City Elementary School District
Gault Elementary
Laurel Elementary

COMPTON UNIFIED

SCHOOL DISTRICT

Compton Unified School District
Henry W. Longfellow Elementary
Ardella B. Tibby Elementary
LF. Kennedy Elementary
Laurel Street Elementary

NEEDLES UNIFIED

SCHOOL DISTRICT

Needles Unified School District
D Street Elementary
Grace Henderson Elementary
Vista Colorado Elementary

VICTOR SCHOOL DISTRICT
Victor School District
Del Rey Elementary
Desert Knolls Elementary
Irwin Elementary
Park View Elementary
PALO VERDE UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Palo Verde Unified School District
Felix J. Appleby Elementary
Margaret White Elementary
Ruth Brown Elementary
DEL REY FOUNDATION
Desert Sands Unified School District
Martin Van Buren Elementary
Theodore Roosevelt Elementary
Palm View Elementary
Valley View Elementary
EXCEFTIONAL CHIL.DREN'
FOUNDATION
Los Angeles Unified School District
Alta Loma Elementary
Saturn Street Elementary
54th Street Elementary
122nd Street Elementary

FRESNO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Fresno Unified School District

Heaton Elementary

Lane Elementary

Lincoln Elementary

Teilman Elementury

GOLETA UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
Goleta Union School District

Cathedral Oaks Elementary

El Caminp Elementary

Goleta Elementary

La Patera Elementdry




LATIN AMERICAN
CIVIC ASSOCIATION
Los Angeles Unified School District
Hart Street Elementary
O’Melveny Elementary
Pacoima Elementary
San Fernando Elementary
HEMET UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Hemet Unified School District
Hemet Elementary
Little Leke Elementary
Ramona Elementary
Whittier Elementary
COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT
OF SCHOOLS--INYO COUNTY
Lone Pine School District
Lo-Inyo Elementary

Bishop Union Elementary School District

Elm Street Elementary
MODESTO CITY SCHOOLS
Modesto City Schools

Fairview Elementary

Robertson Road Elementary

Shackelford Elementary

Orville Wright Elesnentary

MONROVIA UNIFIED

SCHOOL DISTRICT

Monrovia Unified School District
Bradooks Elementary
Mayflower Elementary
Monroe Elementary
Plymouth Elementary

NORTHERN CALIFORNIA

CHILD DEVELOPMENT, INC.

Plumas Unified School District
Greenville Elementary

Red Bluff Elementary School District
Jackson Heights Elementary

Susanville Elementary School District
McKinley Elementary

Westwood Unified School District
Fletcher Walker Elementary

OAKLAND UNIFIED

SCHOOL DISTRICT

Qakland Unified School District
Lockwood Elementary
Melrose Elementary
Raiph J. Bunche Elementury
Stonehurst Elementary

OCEANSIDE UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Oceanside Unified School District
Ditmar Elementary
Laurel Elementary
Libby Elementary
Mission Elementary
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OXNARD SCHOOL DISTRICT
Oxnard School District

Juanita Elementary

Kamala Elementary

Maring West Elementary

PALERMO UNION ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Qroville City Elementary School District
Eastside Elementary
QOuakdale Heights Elementary
Palermo Union Elementary School District
Helen M. Wilcox Elementary
Palermo Elementary

RICHMOND UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Richmond Unified School District
Bayview Elementary
Cortez Elementary
Lincoln Elementary
Peres Elementary

RIO SCHOOL DISTRICT
Rio School District
El Rio Elementary
Rio Plaza Elementary
Rio Real Elementary

ROBLA SCHOOL DISTRICT
Rio Linda Union Elementary School District
Aerohaven Elementary
Fruitvale Elementary
Robla School District
Robla Elementary
Taylor Streef Elementary

SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Sacramento City Unified School District
Fruif Ridge Elementary
Jedediah Smith Elementary
Oak Ridge Elementary
Ethel Phillips Elementary

SAN BENITO COUNTY

OFFICE OF EDUCATION

Hollister Elementary School District
Sunnyslope Elementary

SAN DIEGO UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
San Diego Unified School District
Balboa Elementary
Bandini Elementary
Crockett Elementary
Stockton Elementary

SAN LORENZO VALLEY UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
San Lorenzo Valley Unified School District
Boulder Creek Elementury
Quail Hollow Elementary
San Lorenzo Elementary
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SAN LUIS OBISPOQ COUNTY
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
San Luis Coastal Unified School District
Emerson Elementary
Los Ranchos Elementary
Lucia Mar Unified School District
Margaret Harloe Elementary
Nipomo Elementary
SAN YSIDRO SCHOOL DISTRICT
San Ysidro School District
Beyer Elementary
Smythe Elementary
Willow Elementary
La Mirada Elementary
CUPERTINO UNION ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Capertino Union Elementary School District
Doyle Elementary
Gariden Gate Elementury
SANTA MARIA SCHOOL DISTRICT
Santa Maria School District
Alvin Avenue Elementary
Cuook Elementary
Fairlawn Elementury
Calvin C. Ouakley Elementary
SHASTA COUNTY SUPERINTENDENT
OF SCHOOLS
Cascade Union Elementary School District
Verde Vale Elementary '
Meadow Lane Elementary
Redding Elementary School District
Manzanita Elementary
Sycamaore Elementary
SONOMA COUNTY
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
Petaluma City Elementary School District
Cherry Valley Elementury
Valley Vista Elementary
Sonoma Valley Unified School District
El Verano Elementary
Sassarini Elementary
STOCKTON UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Stockton Unified School District
CGrant Elementary
King Elementary
Taft Elementury
Taylor Elementary

TULARE COUNTY DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION
Cutler-Orosi Joint Unified School District
Cutler Elementary
Porterville Elementary School District
John Jay Doyle Elementary
Woodlake Unified School District
Woodlake Elementary
Pleasant View Elementary School District’
FPleasant View Elementary
UKIAH UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Ukiah Unified School District
Calpella Elementary
Frank Zeek Elementary
Oak Manor Elementary
Yokayo Elementary
Redwood Valley Elementary
VENTURA COUNTY COMMUNITY
ACTION COMMISSION
Oxnard School District
Ramona Elementary
Ventura Unified School District
Pierpont Elementary
E.F. Foster Elementary
Simi Valley Unified School District
Park View Elementary
VILLA ESPERANZA
Pasadena Unified School District
Hamilton Primary
Jefferson Primary
Rousevelt Elementary
WEAVER PRESCHOOL
Weaver Union Elementary School District
Weaver Elementary
YUBA CITY UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Yuba City Unified School District
Bridge Street Elementary
Park View Elementary
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FIGURE 2.9

Map of Geographical Location of 148 Sample Elementary Schools by District

In order to establish the degree of similarity between the 148 sample
schools and the sample and population agencies, the schools and agencies
were compared in terms of their racial and ethnic composition. The State
Department of Education provided CSE with copies of the current ethnic
composition of the elementary schools in the sample. The similarity be-
tween the school and agency samples and the school sample and the agency
population can be seen in Tables 2.2 and 2.3. In no case did the percentage
point difference exceed 14.68 points, and this happened for the category
“Other White.” This particular sampling discrepancy is understandable
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in terms of the flow of children from the socio-economically restricted
Preschools to the somewhat more integrated public schools. Further, the
category “Other White” is admittedly vague, often serving as a repository
for children whose racial and ethnic membership seems difficult to es-

tablish.

Table 2.2

Comparison of 42 Sample State Preschool Agencies
with 148 Sample Elementary Schools on the Basis
of Percentages of Their Racial and Ethnic Composition

(Sample) {Sample}
42 Agencies 148 Schools
American Indian 437 95
Black 22.70 18.07
Oriental 1.44 91
Spanish American 31.75 26.02
Other White 40.20 51.88
Table 2.3

Comparison of 148 Sample Elementary Schools with 221 State Preschool
Agencies on the Basis of Percentages of Their Racial and Ethnic Composition

(Sample) (Population)

148 Schools 22] Agencies
American indian 95 2.22
Black 18.07 21.78
Oriental 91 3.06
Spanish American 26.02 35.87
Qther White 51.88 37.20

Communications with the elementary schools. From the beginning of
the study, CSE accepted its responsibility to keep all participants informed
of the purposes of the study and their roles in it. Each phase of the sampling
and data collection was therefore accompanied by personal and written
communications from CSE stafl. The principals of the 148 sample elemen-
tary schools were notified of the study, introduced to CSE, and informed
of the demands to be made on them and the teachers and students in
their schools in a letter jointly signed by A. Alan Post and Wilson Riles.
This letter is reproduced in Figure 2.10.
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FIGURE 2.10

Letter Sent by the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the Legislative
Analyst to Principals of 148 Sample Elementary Schools

ond Dirsctor ol Educgtion

- STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

721 CAPITOL MALL, SACRAMENTO 85814

Next year the California State Legislature will have to make difficult
decisions about the funding of our educational programs. One important
question being asked by the Legislature as it considers whether to con-
tinue state funding of the Unruh preschoecl program is, "How effective
has the program been for the children of california?” The Office of the
Legislative Anslyst has contracted with the Center for the Study of
Evaluation to find an answer to this gquestion, In this attempt, the
Center will study the children who are presently in the kindergarten,
first, and second grades of California's schools. We ask your cooperation
in asasisting the Center's staff in the collection of educational informa-
tion about these children. Because we in Sacramento and the staff at the
Center for the Study of Evaluation are very much aware of the pressures
and time constreints placed upon the administrators and teachers in your
school, every attewpt is being made to achieve your necessary cooperation
vhile making as few demands upon your staff ms possible.

The Center for the Study of Evaluation has developed a mail and personal
visit plan for collecting three categories of informstion:

1. Class Rosters. Current classroom rosters {the name of the teacher
and each child in a class) for every kindergarten, first, and second grade
classroom in your school, (For schools with ungraded or combined classes,
the Center will need rosters for all classyooms containing children of
those grades.) We request that you meil the completed rosters by March 1,
1974 to:

Dr. Arlene Fink, Assistant Director
Preschool Evaluation Project
Center for the Study of Eveluatiom
UCLA Graduate School of Education
Los Angeles, California 90024

2. Survey of Attitudes. To obtain information on the children's attitudes
towsrd school and learning, the Center will provide each kindergarten, first,
and second grade classrcom teacher with a complete self-administering
package of short questiommaires depigned especially for young children.

The questionnaires will take no more than twenty minutes to dietribute,
supervise, complete, and collect. In addition, the Center will send each
of the teachers involved s brief form for rating the children's attitudes.
This rating form will require no more than fifteen minutes of the teacher's
time, The children's questionnaires and the teachers' rating forms will be
mailed to you for distribution by claseroom between March 15 and 30, 1974.
Complete information for each clazsroom should be obtained by April 15,
1974, and placed in the school's main office to be collected by & visitor
from the Center for the Study of Evaluation,
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3. School Information. In late March 1974, Dr. Fink will call you to
make an appointment for a member of the Center's staff to visit your school.
The visitor will have four responsibilitiea:

a. to collect the completed children's attitude questionneires stored
in the school’s main office;

b. to collect the completed teachars' rating forms stored in the
school's main office;

¢. to transcribe attendance records for each child for the Fall
semester of 1973-74 from the office secretary;

d. to transcribe sccree from the standardized achievement tests for
all students who have such scores.

Dr. Fink will contact you shortly to answer any questions you may have
about the preparation of class rosters, the administration of the children's
questionnaires and the teachers' rating forms, and the collection of the
attendance and standardized test information.

Sincerely,

} L :
WILSON RILES
Superintendent of Public Ins ction

WW

A. ALAN POST
Legislative Analyst

This letter was also sent to the superintendents of each district contain-
ing elementary schools in the sample. It was believed that the purposes
of the study and the possible interruptions to the normal classroom routines
resulting from visits by CSE staff, or the administration of the study’s
measuring instruments, would be of interest to the superintendents or other
district personnel. Superintendents were also given a list of the schools
in their district that were to be involved in the study. A copy of the
letter sent to the superintendents to accompany Mr. Post’s and Mr. Riles’
letter can be found in Figure 2.11.
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FIGURE 2.11

Letter Sent to Superintendents of Districts Containing 148 Sample Elementary
Schools

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

-m-mwu-m-mm-m-mm-nx EANTA BARSARA = $4NTA CAUT

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF EVALUATION
VCLA CRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
L0 ANGELES, CALIFORNLA 90024

The Center for the Study of Evaluation has been asked by the Office -
of the Legislative Analyst, with the cooperation of the State Department
of Education, to conduct a study of California's State Preschool Program.
The study, mandated by Assembly Bill 451, requires that we exanine the
effects the Program has had in improving student perfomance, productivity,
and motivation in the elementary school. We are therefore contacting the
following principals of elementary schools in your District to help provide
us with information:

1.
2.
3.
4,

In order to fully explain the nature and purposes of our study, each
principal will receive the attached letter signed by A. Alan Post and
Wilson Riles, which we are enclosing for your information. During the next
few months, we shall keep you informed of our activities in your District
and of our communications with principals and teachers. If you have
questions about our study, please feel free to catl Dr, Arlene Fink or
Dr. Ralph Hoepfner at [213) 825-4711.

Sincerely yours,
Ralph Hoepfner, Director

Arlene Fink, Assistant Director
talifornia Preschool Evaluation Project

Enclosure

The letter sent to the elementary school principals by Mr. Post and
Mr. Riles was accompanied by a letter from CSE to introduce the Center,
to reiterate the purpose of the study, and to emphasize the need for current
class rosters for each kindergarten, first-grade, and second-grade class in
the school. The letter from CSE is reprinted in Figure 2.12.
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FIGURE 2.12

Introductory Letter to 148 Sample Elementary Schools

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

ARREELXY - DAVIS * TRVINE - LOS ANGELEY + RIVERFIDK - AN BIEGO * SAN FRANCISCO SANTA RARBARA - BANTA CAVZ

CENTER FOR THE ETUDY OF EVALUATION
UCLA CRADUATE $CHOOL OF EDUCATION
LOS ANCELES, CALIPOANIA 90014

The Office of the Legislative Analyst and the State Department of Educa-
tion have asked usz at the Center for the Study of Evaluation to examine the
effectiveness of California’s State Preschools, As Mr, Pogt and Dr, Riles
explained in their letter to you, the examination requires the Center to
gather informstion about ¢hildren who are presently in kirdergarten, the first
and zecond grades, We therefore need your assistance.

To get us started in ¢ollecting the information, the Center is reguesting
that you send current cimssroom rosters (the name of the teacher and each ¢hild
in & class} for esch kindergarten, first and second grade in your school, We
ack that you mail the completed rosters by March 1, 1974 in the enclosed pre-—
paid envelope.

Ag specified in Mr. Post's and Dr. Riles' letter, we will also be asking
kindergarten, first and second grade teechers to sdminisier m ehort question-
neire to their students and to complete a briel rating form, Therefore, we
will =soon be sending you CSE Survey Kits containing these materials for each
classroom, K-2. We realize that classroom teachers will play & vital role in
helping us to obtmin the information we need. We are therefore enclosing copies
of B description of the purposer and neture of our Preschool Pro)ect for you to
give them.

The Center will soon contact ¥ou to make arrangements for one of our gtarf
to visit you %0 collect attendance and achievement information, along with the
completed CSE Survey Kits. The Superintendent of Schools in your district has
also received a copy of Mr. Post's and Dr. Rilez' letter so that he knows that
our staff will be visiting your school.

We are very grateful for your cocperation, If you have any questions about
the prepsration of the classroom rosters, or any other acpect of our project,
please feel free to call us at (213)825.4711,

Sincerely yours,
Ralph Hoepfner, Director

Arlene Fink, -Assistant Director
California Preschool Eveluation Project

Encloeure

As can be seen from the contents of CSE’ s first contact with the sample
elementary schools, principals were provided with a written explanation
of the purposes of the study and the teachers’ roles in it. These explanations
were specially printed for distribution to the teachers by the principals
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if it was felt that further information about the study was. needed. The
written explanation is reprinted in Figure 2.13. '

FIGURE 2.13

Information for Participating Teachers

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

T L
R
e

7

e

CENTER FOR THE S5TUDY OF EVALUATION
UCLA GRADUATE SGHOGL. DOF EDUCATION
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024

NERKELEY - DAVIS - TAVINE + LOS ANGELES + RIVEASIDE, * BAN DHEGO + SAN FRANCISCO SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CRUZ

February 1974

Te Panticipating Teachers--

WHD ARE HWE

The Center fon the Study of Fvafuation at UCLA {4 a neseanch and develop-
ment center devofed to the theory and practice of educational evafuation. This
yearn, the Center has been asked by the Offdice of the Legislative Analyst Lo
conduct a study of the effectiveness of California's State Preschool Program.

WHY WE NEED YOUR HELP

Since 1965, Califonnia has offered a statemide preschool prognam to chifdren
of Low income famifies in onden %o help prepare them for success 4in elementany
schoof. As teachens of clementany schoof chifdren, you ane in the best position
to hnow the extent to which the program has beer successful in achieving its
majon purpose.

HOW YOU CAN HELP US

In onden to obiain the infonmation we nzed, the Center for the Study of
Evaluation has prepared the CSE Survey Kit coniaining a bried questionnaire for
you Lo give fo gour students and a shent rating form for you fo complete. We
anticipate that the questiommaine will nequire about fwenty minutes of gourn class
time and the rating form about ten minutes. We wilf be sending the Kif 1o you,
akong with complete (nstructions, in March, 1974. Since we know how difficuft
it sometimes is 1o adjust cfassnoom schedufes, we wilf make every altempt to
be as flexible as possible in arranging 4on the coflection of infoamation at
your schoof.

Thank you for your cooperation. We fook fomward Lo working with you and
yowr princdpal.

Rafph Hoepgnen, Directon
Arntene Fink, Assdiszant Directon
California Preschool Evafuation Project

Communications with the elementary schools next took place after the
CSE Survey Kits, containing two of the study’s measures, the Attitude
to School Questionnaire and the Student Productivity Index, had been sent
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to the schools. These communications involved arranging appointments
for CSE staff to visit the schools and collect the Kits, and obtain attendance
and other information. After the visits were completed, CSE expressed
its gratitude to the 148 sample schools by sending each one a comphi-
mentary copy of the CSE Elementary School Test Evaluations (Hoepfuer,
et. al., 1970). The letter can be found in Figure 2.14. The elementary
schools that participated in the study also received a letter of appreciation
from Mr. Post and Mr. Riles. (See Figure 2.6.)

FIGURE 2.14

Thank You Letter Sent by CSE to 148 Sample Elementary Schools

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

BERKELEY - DAVIS - INVINE * 104 ANGELES * JGVERSIDE * SAN DIECO * SAN FRANCISCO NTA BARBARA + SANTA CRUZ

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF EVALUATION
UCLA GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
LO& ANGELES, CALIFORNIA  $0014

Thank you very much For helping us obtain the information we needed
to compiete the California Preschool Evaluation study in connection with
Assembly Bi11 451. Our staff are most grateful for the courteous reception
extended to them during their visit to your schoal, and for the help they
received to successfully accomplish their tasks. We would also like to
express a specfal thank you to the teachers, aides and children in your
school. Qur study would not have been possible without their generous
cooperation.

As a token of our appreciation, we are enclosing a copy of the
CSE Elementary School Teat Evaluations. We hope that your school will
find the book useful.

Sincerely yours,

Ralph Hpepfrer
Director

OnLorr Finl
Arlene Fink

Assistant Director
California Preschool Evaluation Project

Enclosure

Preschool Evaluation Project: 924 Westwood Boulevard, Suite 800
Ralph Hoepfner, Director; Arlene Fink, Assistant Director
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Sampling the California Children’s Center Children

California Children’s Centers provide day care services with an educa-
tional component for children of AFDC {Aid to Families with Dependent
Children) parents in work or training. In this study, children from the
pre-school division of the Children’s Centers were used as a separate group
for comparison against the State Preschool Program children because the
Centers offer the largest single alternative institutionalized pre-school ex-
perience for California children.

Procedures for Selecting Children’s Centers

The selection of Children’s Centers was essentially done in reversed
order. No attempt was made to obtain a sample that was representative
of the statewide Children’s Center Program. Centers were identified that
were likely to have sent children to the elementary schools already in
the sample. It was assumed that these Centers would be geographically
close to their respective elementary schools.

Children’s Center selection consisted of three steps:

1. Identification, by precise location, of each of the 148 sample elemen-
tary schools

2. Determination of Children’s Centers located in the same city as the
‘schools in the sample and which would, therefore, be likely to have
sent students to the schools. The Children’s Center Directory (Preview
Edition), published by the State Department of Education in 1973,
was employed at this step

3. For large cities, like Sacramento or Stockton, with many Children’s
Centers, a current map of the city was checked to determine which
Children’s Centers are geographically close to the school in the sam-
ple.

One hundred thirty-three Children’s Centers were finally identified. No
Centers were identified for 59 of the sample schools. The Children’s
Centers for each Preschool agency and elementary school in the sample
are listed in Figure 2.15. Rosters from the 47 Children’s Centers marked
with an asterisk were not received because in certain cases, Center person-
nel indicated that there was too much work involved in producing the
number of rosters CSE requested or because they had lost the rosters.
A map of the geographical location of Children’s Centers clustered by
their associated Preschool agencies is given in Figure 2.16.
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‘ Peres Elementary {Cont.)
Maritime Extended Center
Marvitime Children’s Center
Peres
Pullman
Apostolic Temple of Truth

* Contra Costa Jr. College
Opportunity Children's Center

RIO SCHOOIL. DISTRICT

El Rio Elementary

Rio Plaza Elementary

Rio Real Elementary
Same as Oxnard Schools

ROBLA SCHOOL DISTRICT
Aerohaven Elementary
Fruitvale Elementary
Robla Elementary
Taylor Street Elementary
* Orangevale
* Wright
Associuted Student Center
College Town Campus
Campus Children’s Center
SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Fruit Ridge Elementary
Jedediah Smith Elementary
QOak Ridge Elementary
Ethel Phillips Elementary
El Dorado
C. P. Huntington
Elder Creek
Sierrg
SAN BENITO COUNTY
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
Sunnyslope Elementary
No Children’s Centers Identified
SAN DIEGO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Balboa Elementary
Bandini Elementary
Crockett Elementary
Stockton Elementary
San Diego Community College Child
Development Center
Logan
Kennedy
Rowan
SAN LORENZO VALLEY UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Boulder Creek Elementary
Quail Hollow Elementary
$San Lorenzo Elementary
No Children’s Centers ldentified
SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
Emerson Elementary
Margaret Harloe Elementary

Los Ranchos Elementary
Nipomo Elementary
No Children’s Centers Identified
SAN YSIDRO
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Beyer Elementary
Smythe Elementary
Willow Elementary
La Mirada Elementary
No Children’s Centers Identifted
CUPERTINO UNION ELEMENTARY
SCHOOL DISTRICT ’
Doyle Elementary
Garden Gate Elementary
No Children’s Centers Identified
SANTA MARIA
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Alvin Avenue Elementary
Cook Elementary
Fairtawn Elementary
Calvin C. Oakley Elementary
No Children’s Centers Identified
SHASTA COUNTY
SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS
Manzanita Elementary
Verde Vale Elementary
Meadow Lane Elementary
Sycamore Elementary
Anderson Heights
Redding Center
SONOMA COUNTY
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
Cherry Valley Elementary
Valley Vista Elementary
E! Verano Elementary
Sassarini Elementary
Petaluma
Songma
STOCKTON UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT
Grant Elementary
King Elementary
Taft Elementary
Taylor Elementary
Conway
Coretta King
Murtin Luther King, Ir.
* Taylor School Age Center
Van Buren School Age Center
Sierra Vista

TULARE COUNTY DEPARTMENT
OF EDUCATION
Cutler Elementary
John J. Doyle Elementary
Woodlzke Elementary
Pleasant View Elementary
No Children’s Centers Iddentified




UKIAH UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Calpella Elementary
Frank Zeek Elementary
QOak Manor Elementary
Yokayo Elementary
Redwood Valley Elementary
Ukigh Valley Child Development Center
VENTURA COUNTY
COMMUNITY ACTION COMMISSION
Ramona Elementary
Pierpont Elementary
E.P. Foster Elementary
Park View Elementary

SAMPLING PROCEDURES

Roosevelt Elementary
Garfeld
Hodges Center
° Jefferson
° Langfellow
* Madison
Washington
Willard
WEAVER PRESCHOOL
Weaver Elementary
* Sheehy School
YUBA CITY UNIFIED
SCHOOL DISTRICT

41

Same as Oxnard Schools Bridge Street Elementary
VILLA ESPERANZA Park Avenue Elementary
Hamilton Primary Yuba City
Jefferson Primary

FIGURE 2.16

Map of Geographical Location of 133 Sample Children’s Centers
Clustered by Their Associated Preschool Agency
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Communications with the Children’s Centers. Once the Children’s
Centers were identified, a letter was sent to the director asking for rosters
of their Preschool children for 1970-1971, 1971-1972, and 1972-1973.
The letter is reproduced in Figure 2.17. At the conclusion of this evaluation
study, the heads of the cooperating Children’s Centers received the same
letter of appreciation from Mr. Post and Mr. Riles as was sent to the
Preschool agencies and elementary schools in the sample. (See Figure 2.6.)

FIGURE 2.17

Letter to Children’s Center Directors Requesting Rosters

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

NERXELEY * DAVIS + IRVINE - LO§ ANGELES « RIVERSIDE « SAN DIEGO * BAN FRANCISCOD l SANTA BARBARA < SANTA CAUZ

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF EVALUATION
UCLA CRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA  DO014

The Office of the Legislative Analyst has contracted with us to
conduct a study of California’s state preschool programs 1n accordance
with AB 451, To do this, we at the Center for the Study of Evaluation,
in cooperation with the State Department of Education, are investigating
the comparative "productivity, performance and motivation" of children
currently in kindergarten, the first or second grade in selected elementary
schools throughout the state of California. Some of these children have
received care in a State Preschool, some were tared for in a Children's
Center, while others did not receive care in either program. So far, the
Center has sampled and identified children who have had State Preschool
care. MWe now need your help in fdentifying children who have attended
Children's Centers. MWe are therefore requesting that you send us rosters
of the children in your program for the three years:

1970-1%71
1971-1972
1972-1973

[¥ your Center was not funded for all three years, please send us
rosters for each year that you were funded. The rosters should be sent to:

Dr. Arlene Fink, Assistant Director
California Preschool Evaluation Project
Center for the Study of Evaluation

924 Westwood Blud,, Suite 800

Los Angeles, California 90024

We are most grateful for your assistance, and appreciate your prompt
attention to our request. If you have any questions, please feel free to
call us at 213-825-4711.

Sincerely yours,

Ltice Tk

Arlene Fink, Assistant Director
California Preschool £valuation Project

Preschool Evaluation Project: 924 Westwcod Boulevard, Suite 800
Ralph Hoepfner, Director; Arlene Fink, Assistant Director
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Sampling the Children with No Traceable Institutionalized Pre-School
Program Experience

In California, children are required by law to start school at the age
of six. Before that time, if they are eligible, they may attend State Pre-
schools, Children’s Centers, Head Start Centers, Migrant Preschools, the
Educationally Disadvantaged Youth Program preschools, and Title I pre-
schools. Other alternatives for children under the age of six include attend-
ing a privately run pre-school or remaining at home.

Records of children’s pre-school experiences are not kept in a systematic
way by elementary schools. Some schools have traced these experiences
for several children; others have not. To locate children who had attended
State Preschools and Children’s Centers, CSE had to rely upon rosters
provided by the agencies administering those programs. No similar rosters
were available for the rest of the children in the sample elementary schools.
Unless CSE had used the expensive and time-consuming process of inter-
viewing the children’s parents, it would not have been possible to identify
the precise nature of their pre-school experiences. Further, no other single
program, except the Children’s Centers, is monitored to constitute a major
alternative to the State Preschool Program. Therefore, in the absence of
concrete information about the many available pre-school experiences,
the third group of children in this evaluative study was considered to
have experienced “No Traceable Institutionalized Pre-school Program,”
or “No-Program.” They were selected at random from the elementary
school children who had not been enrolled in the State Preschool Program
or the Children’s Centers. It is possible that some of those children had
actually experienced one of the pre-school programs.

Preschool rosters requested from the Victor School District and San
Ysidro School District were incomplete, which may have resulted in the
incorrect assignment of some children to the “No-Program” group. How-
ever, the number of children incorrectly assigned was considered too small
to have significantly affected the study’s findings.

The Final Samples of Children

Evaluative information was obtained from the schools for a total of
35,286 children, 11,532 at the kindergarten level, 12,193 at grade one,
and 11561 at grade two. These students were then classified into the
three groups that constituted the primary evaluation design: State Pre-
school children, Children’s Center children, and No-Program children.
Classification of children into the first two groups was achieved by match-
ing names of children on State Preschool and on Children’s Center
classroom rosters with the names listed on the classroom rosters of the
schools expected to have received them. Children in the third group were
“ randomly selected from among the remaining elementary school children
within the same classroom.
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The number of State Preschool children with evaluative information
in each classroom determined the maximum number to be drawn for each
of the three evaluation groups from each classroom. I no State Preschool
children were in the classroom, then none of the students from that
classroom were selected. If, for example, there were four State Preschool
children in the classroom, then no more than four children with each
of the other pre-school experiences were also selected from the classroom.
If four of one of the other groups could not be found in the classroom,
then the needed number was not obtained from any other classroom or
school. This restrictive sampling approach was adopted to avoid perpetua-
ting potential inequalities among the three groups of children being com-
pared that have been known to result from ability tracking and incomplete
school integration. The specific sampling procedure is described as follows:

Classroom Sampling Procedures

Every child with one or more pieces of evaluative information
is eligible for being sampled from the classroom. The Preschool
graduates are the sample of major concern, and therefore they
set the sampling procedure.

First, the Preschool children are identified. Let P equal the
number of Preschool children with at least one peice of evalua-
tive information identified within each classroom.

Second, identify the Children’s Center children who have at
least one piece of evaluative information. Let the number of
such children be C. Select these children so that C is equal
to or less than P within each classroom.

Last, randomly select a number N of No-Program children who
have at least one piece of evaluative information. N should be
equa! to or less than P (it may be equal to, less than, or greater
than C).

Regardless of the inequality of the sample sizes within a
classroom, there should be no extra-classroom sampling in an
effort to equalize the numbers. It will always be the case that
alf the Preschool children will be selected, and there will be
no other sample with more children than the Preschool sample,
either within a classroom or in the total study.

Because 51 of the sample schools had no geographically close Children’s
Centers, the number of children having experienced the Children’s Center
program was expected to be smaller than the other two samples. This
difference caused minor complications in the analyses to be reported, and
is reflected in Table 2.4 below, which describes the final number of chil-
dren who participated in this evaluative study.
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Table 2.4

Number of Children in Each Evaluation Group in the Final Sample

45

Grade State Preschool Children's Center Children with No

Children Children Traceable Insti-

tutionalized Pre-

School Program

(No-Program)

Kindergarten 1,180 146 1,148
Grade 1 977 94 974
Grade 2 714 66 712




Chapter III
THE MEASURES EMPLOYED

The evaluative study required by AB 451 was to include “to the extent
possible, a retrospective analysis of improved and sustained performance,
motivation, and productivity achieved in the early elementary years.” It
was necessary, therefore, to select measuring instruments and procedures
that would focus on those characteristics and that would be appropriate
for children currently in kindergarten, the first, and second grades. In
addition, measures were needed for Preschool purpose and elementary
school enrichment.

Measures of Student Characteristics

Measures of the student characteristics were selected to meet three
critical criteria:

Validity .
The wording of the legislation was rephrased into what educators
call “objectives,” and measures were then selected that were closely
targeted to the objectives.

Reliability :
Measures were selected that had previously been employed with simi-
lar children and had proved to provide stable and well-graded scores.

Appropriateness
Measures were selected that were appropriate for young children;
that would not bore or tire them, or unduly challenge them. Whenev-
er possible, CSE chose scores that were already on students’ records
in order to minimize the amount of testing each student would have
to endure.

Measures of Performance

The AB 451 term “‘performance” was rephrased to mean “academic
performance” to conform to the educational objective implicit in the
original Preschool legislation (AB 1331, 1965). There is general agreement
among educators that academic performance is at present most effectively
assessed with achievement tests. Therefore, student scores on two achieve-
ment tests used in the 1973 Statewide Testing Program were employed:
the Entry Level Test for first-grade students and the Cooperative Primary
Test—Reading for second-grade students. By relying on information al-
ready on the students’ records, the amount of time required for testing
and interrupting normal classroom routine was minimized.

46
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The Entry Level Test, In the Fall of 1973, every first-grade student
in the State was to have been administered the Entry Level Test. This
test was developed by the California State Department of Education to
obtain baseline information on students and on schools. It is optically
scored by computer and has subtests for Immediate Recall, Letter Recogni-
tion, Auditory Discrimination, Visual Discrimination, and Language De-
velopment. Scores on the subtests are summed to provide a total raw
score. The five achievement areas thus assessed are commonly included
in tests of reading readiness. Because scores are not reported by student
name, characteristics of each child in the three samples were matched
with those on computer print-outs provided by Westinghouse Learning
‘Corporation.

In correspondence with Dr. Lorrie Sheppard, who was responsible for
the test’s development, CSE obtained the following psychometric informa-
tion on the Entry Level Test:

Validity .

Items were reviewed and edited by several persons; intercorrelations
with other standardized tests {Metropolitan Readiness Test, Metropol-
itan Achievement Test, and Clymer-Barret Reading Test) were moder-
ate.

Reliability
Test-retest reliability of individual scores was computed to be .62.

Appropriateness
Items were designed to be relatively easy and proved to be so. Using
school mean scores, high-moderate correlations were found with per-
centage of English-speaking children in the school and with percent-
age of white children.

The Cooperative Primary Test—Reading. Every first-grade student in
the Spring of 1973 (second graders at the time of this evaluation) was
to have been administered the Cooperative Primary Test—Reading, Form
12B, published by Educational Testing Service, 1965. The test was devel-
oped by an advisory panel and by educators. Students must read the words,
sentences, and paragraphs to perform on this test. The vocabulary level
was carefully controlled to be at a standard primary level, but was not
tied to any particular test or reading program.

School and district records for the Cooperative Primary Test— Reading
were maintained in various formats: raw scores, percentiles, stanines, and
grade equivalents. For purposes of data analysis, all scores were kept as
raw scores or were converted back to raw scores via the published norm
tables. Where scores were based upon local norms, the local conversion
tables were used to un-convert the scores.
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The manual for this test classifies the items into categories of Compre-
hension (identifying an illustrative instance and identifying an associated
object or instance); Extraction; Interpretation, Evaluation, and Inference.

Validity

Items professionally developed and edited; no other-test intercorrela-
tions reported.

Reliability

Alternate-form and internal-consistency reliability coefficients range
from the high .80s into the .90s.

Appropriateness

Items exhibit a wide range of difficulty levels.

Measures of Motivation

AB 451 was not specific with regard to aspects of motivation that were
to be considered in the evaluation. Once again, CSE elected to interpret
the word in terms of academic achievement in accordance with the objec-
tives planned for the Preschool Program (AB 1331, 1965). Psychologists
of personality (e.g., Cattell, 1957; Guilford, 1959) contend that attitudes
are clear and observable manifestations of internal and unobservable mo-
tivations. An individual’s attitude toward a thing or activity is a measure
of the direction and intensity of the motivation for it. Ball (1971) found
evidence of a crystallized attitude toward school by age 5 or 6, and Hartvill
(1971} found that children are willing and able to attend to tasks involved
in picture-based attitude scales.

The Attitude to School Questionnaire. CSE selected its own Attitude
to School Questionnaire (Strickland, 1970) as the primary measure of mo-
tivation as reflected through attitude. The Questionnaire is a group-ad-
ministered measure of academic sentiment containing fifteen scored pic-
ture items presented one per page in two forms: a girl’s form featuring
pictures with a girl as the main character and a boy’s form featuring
pictures of a boy. The students were given oral descriptions of various
school-related activities, about which they recorded their attitudes by
circling a drawing of a happy, neutral, or sad face. The Questionnaire
avoids dependence on children’s reading skills; no reading is required.
The vocabulary used in the oral story narrations were checked against
the Rinsland (1945) and Thorndike (1921) lists and was found to be suitable.
The pages of the Questionnaire are colored rather than numbered so the
child needs only to know the colors white, pink, blue, yellow, and green.

Figure 3.1 illustrates an item taken from a sample page of both the
girl’s and boy’s forms, with the oral text in both English and Spanish.
(The written text is heard by the examinee; it is not read.) In creating
the illustrations for the Questionnaire, great artistic care was taken to
make the people in the figures free of racial characteristics so that children
of the various racial groups would be equally likely to identify with the
appropriate one of the three faces.
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The Attitude to School Questionnaire was administered to all kindergar-
ten, first-, and second-grade children in the evaluative study by their
classroom teachers. Reported administration difficulties were routine and
in no way exceptional. The scoring of the Questionnaire was done by
hand. Each happy face marked was scored two points, a neutral face
earned one point, and an unhappy face received no points. Items to which
there was no response were scored one point. Scoring was discontinued
for any student’s booklet that contained three or more consecutive omis-
sions. Raw scores were employed in all analyses.

Validity
Items of the Questionnaire were developed to survey attitudes to
school, show-and-tell activities, school-work, math, reading, non-
threatening authorities, authority in general, and peers and play. Fac-
tor analyses confirmed the existence of several of the factors.

Reliability
Internal-consistency reliability coefficients had been estimated in the
low nineties, but the test-retest reliability, estimated over nine months,
was only .13. The fifteen-item internal-consistency reliability (alpha)
computed from children participating in the present evaluation is
reported in Table 3.1, ‘ )

Table 3.1

Internal-Consistency Reliability Estimates
{Alpha) of Attitude to School Questionnaire

Grade Level Number of Reliabilily
Children Tested Estimate
Kindergarten 9936 81
First Grade 11,130 g8
Second Grade 10,229 76

Attendance Records. In order to avoid additional testing that might
overtax both school personnel and the students and to provide additional
knowledge about motivation, attendance records were used as an unob-
trusive measure of student interest in school. Although absenteeism has
not been widely used in large-scale evaluation studies as a reflection of
student interest in school, support for this measure was found in reports
that reviewed much of the research on assessing young children (Ball,
1971). In a report dealing with behavioral objectives in the area of attitude
toward school, the Instructional Objectives Exchange (1970) suggests attend-
ance records as a measure in the intermediate and secondary grades.
An unpublished evaluation report of the Los Angeles Unified School Dis-
trict shows consistently lower absenteeism figures for children who had
pre-kindergarten experiences. These differences are maintained longitudin-
ally through the third grade.
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All records of numbers of days absent at each school were converted
into percentages, based upon the number of days of school during the
Fall, 1973, semester at that school. In this way, attendance records from
different schools with different schedules were converted to a common
base for analysis purposes.

Measures of Productivity

The concept of productivity in education suggests the creation of nu-
merous educationally valuable products like completed homework assign-
ments, essays, projects, and even poems or scientific experiments. In ana-
lyzing improved and sustained productivity in young children, however,
it did not seem suitable to count the number of such products created,
or to appraise their relative values (or their values to their relatives).
Further, an extensive review of the educational and psychological research
revealed that “productivity” has seldom been studied, but that when it
has been investigated, it has usually been defined in terms of task orienta-
tion. .

The Student Productivity Index. Since the ability to attend to a task
and follow it through to completion may be considered to be a logical
and necessary first step in the production of educationally valuable prod-
ucts, this evaluative study employed a measure of task orientation as a
major dimension of .productivity. Thus, the Student Productivity Index
(see Figure 3.2) was adapted from the Classroom Behavior Inventory
(Schaefer, 1971} for this study. The adapted version is nearly identical
to the original, with the exception that minor changes in the wording
were made mainly to eliminate possible sex bias, e.g., “he/she” replaced
“he” in two items.

The Student Productivity Index was used by a teacher to rate his/her
students on a seven-point scale from “always” to “never” for five items
dealing with different aspects of task-orientation behavior in the classroom.
The instrument usually required less than two minutes to complete for
each child, and assumed that teachers could make fairly reliable judgments
about specific classroom task-oriented behaviors.

Each teacher rated each child in his or her class on five task orientation
items, using the seven-point scale. For the teacher’s convenience, CSE
had placed the students’ names on the Index in advance, relying on the
classroom rosters previously sent by the elementary schools. Scoring was
done by hand and involved computing a total score for each student by
adding the teacher’s ratings. If the teacher’s ratings for a student on one
or two items were missing, a median score of four was assigned for that
item. If more than two ratings were missing for any one student, the
student’s score was not recorded.

Because research has consistently shown that different teachers use dif-
ferent standards in making their ratings of students, the ratings for each
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classroom teacher were standardized into percentiles to obtain a common
base for analysis purposes. In this manner, both “easy” teacher/raters and
“hard” ones could be generally equated and only differences among the
students would remain for evaluation purposes.
Validity
The Classtoom Behavior Inventory was developed from factor-analy-
tic techniques {Schaefer, 1971). It was employed in the Head Start
Planned Variation evaluation for 1971, and was found to correlate
40 with the total score of the Tests of Basic Language Competency
in English and Spanish, Level 1 {Preschool) (Cervenka, 1968).

Reliability
Test-retest reliability coefficients, based upon the Head Start sample,
were in the .70s. Inter-rater reliability coefficients were in the low
.B80s. The Task Orientation scale’s internal-consistency reliability coef-
ficient was .72.

Summary of Measures of Students
Table 3.2 shows the measures of performance, motivation, and produc-

tivity that were obtained for kindergarten, first, and second grades.

Table 3.2
Summary Table of Student Measures by Grade Levels

Grade Performance Motivation Productivity
K Attitude to School Student Productivity
Questionnaire Index
Attendance Rate
1 Entry Level Test Attitude to School Student Productivity
Questionnaire Index
Attendance Rate
2 Cooperative Attitude to Schooi Student Productivity
Primary Test— Questionnaire index
Readin
eading Attendance Rate

The CSE Survey Kit. To facilitate the administration and use of the
Attitude to School Questionnaire and the Student Producticity Index, both
instruments and the manual for the Questionnaire were placed in an illus-
trated box called the CSE Survey Kit, which is reproduced below in Figure
3.3. The Kit contained a sufficient supply of materials and had the teacher’s
name and the class on the box cover. It was accompanied by a letter
to the principal and instructions for the teacher. The letter to the principal
is reprinted in Figure 3.4.
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FIGURE 3.3

CSE Survey Kit
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FIGURE 3.4

Letter to Principal Concerning CSE Survey Kit

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGE] ES

BERKELEY * DAVIS + JRVINE - LOS ANCELES * RIVERSIDE * SAN [HEGO + SAN FRANCISCO SANTA PARBARA - SANTA CRUL

CENTER FOR THE STUOY OF EVALUATION
UCLA GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90024

Thank you for sending us the classroom registers for your schoel. On
the basis of them, the California Preschool Evaluation Project is enclosing
one CSE Survey Kit for each kindergarten, first and second grade classroom
in your school. The teachers' names and classes, found on the top right-
hand corner of each box, are provided to ease distribution of the Kit.

Each CSE Survey Kit contains three components: copies of the Attitude
to School Questionnaire, a Teacher's Manual for administering the
Questionnaire, and a Student Productivity Index. There are enough copies
of the Questionnaire for each child in a teacher's class ard one Student
Productivity Index for each class. The Questionnaire and the Index take
approximately twenty minutes apiece to complete. We would appreciate your
giving the Kits to the teachers as soon as possible so that you can collect
them by

We are asking that all completed and unused Questionnaires and Indexes
be returned to us in their original boxes, Qur staff will soon be contact-
ing you to make arrangements for us to pick up and score the completed kits.

Thank you very much for your assistance,

Sincerely yours,

Ralph Hoepfper, irector

o Berar Fom o
Arlene Fink, Assistant Director

California Preschocl Evaluation Project

Enclosure

Each principal was allowed at least two weeks to distribute the Kits
and see to its completion by the classroom teachers, The teachers’ instruc-
tions are given in Figure 3.5.
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FIGURE 3.5

Teacher's Instructions for Using CSE Survey Kit

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES

S

SANTA BARBARA * SANTA CAUZ

i
BERKFLKY - DAYIS * TAVINE * £03 ANGELES + RIVERSIDE - SAR DIEGD - SAN FAANCISCO

CENTER FOR THE STUDY OF EVALUATION
UCLA GRADUATE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
LOS ANCELES, CALIFORNIA 00024

THE CSE SURVEY KIT

The Contents of this Kit

Twenty blue copies of the Attitude to School Questionnaire
Twenty pink copies of the Attitude to Scheoel Questionnaire

Directions for Using this Kit

The Attitude to School JQuestionnaire

Each child in your class should fi11 out a Questionnire.
Complete instructions for administration are given in the
Teacher's Manual. Please read the Manual at least once
before administering the Questionnaire te your class.
‘There is no need for you to attempt to do any scoring.

The Student Productivity Index

Please rate each child on each of the five items directly
an the Index form.

The Corpletad Kit
You should arrange to administer the Attitude to School Questionnaire

{about 20 minutes) and to complete the Student Productivity Index during
the week of

After the Questionnaire and the Index have been completed, please
put them, with the Manual and any unused copies, in their original box,
and return the entire Kit to the Principal.

Thank you very much for your help.

Ralph Heepfner, Director
Arlene Fink, Assistant Director

California Preschool Evaluation
Project
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Measures of Preschool Agencies

Preschool Agency Purpose

This evaluation study did not focus on the specific purposes of each
California State Preschool, but concentrated instead on the question of
the effectiveness of the State Preschool Program as a whole. Nevertheless,
data were collected to provide descriptions of the general purposes of
each Program during the three years of interest. The Preschool purposes,
as reported by the Preschool agency administrators, were then compared
to the enabling legislation to provide a check on how well the legislative
mandates were being met. More important, however, data on the purpose
of each agency provided information for comparing types of agencies
in terms of their differential effects on students.

The Preschool Agency Purpose Survey. The administrator in charge of
each of the Preschool agencies involved in this evaluative study partici-
pated in the Survey. There were three parallel forms of the Survey, one
for each of the three years, 1970-71, 1971-72, and 1972-73. Agency
administrators were asked to rank-order five possible preschool purposes.
The Survey form for the year 1871-72 is reproduced in Figure 3.6. Each
Survey was printed on a CSE self-addressed postpaid postcard for conve-
nience.

FIGURE 3.6

Preschool Agency Purpose Survey Posteard

The 1ist below contains five purposes of preschoo} education. Please rank these pur-
poses according to how much emphasis each received in your State Preschool Program dur-
ing the 1972-1373 schoal year. The purpose that is emphasized most should be ranked
“1% . the second most emphasized shouid be ranked "2," etc. Be sure to write in a rank
for each purpose. ’

PRESCHODL PURPQSE RANK

To help children improve their visual and hearing sensitivity; to facilitate
muscle development and coordination.

To help children develop skills in communication verbally and orally; to pro-
mate ability to deal with concepts such as number, time, color and size.

To help children become considerate of others, cooperative and friendly; to
help them want to share, and to respect public and private property.

To help childrer acquire a favorable attitude toward attemding school, their
teachers and learning; te help promote an appreciation of persistence and
achievement.

To help children develop a healthy self-concept, self-esteem, and self-confi-
dence; to develop a sense of personal worth, seif-understanding and security.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.
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The five purposes each Preschool administrator ranked were selected
to cover the wide range of objectives and purposes that are the current
targets of pre-school education. Although five-category descriptions can
hardly be expected to encompass the scope of any educational program,
the Preschool administrators did not appear to have difficulties in describ-
ing their individual programs in terms of the five rankings.

The means of the ranks provided by the Preschool administrators for
all 42 agencies and over all three years are presented in Table 3.3. The
purpose most frequently ranked as being most emphasized is that of devel-
opment of students’ self-concepts, while the second ranked purpose is that
of Preacademic Skills. The enabling legislation, on the other hand, has
not specified improved self-concept as a Preschool objective (partly be-
cause the societal value of its achievement is only speculation, and partly
because there is currently no exportable intervention program that directly
addresses it in a convincing manner), but has placed emphasis upon the
preacademic educative function. It would appear that the majority of
the Preschool agencies have kept the legislated mandate clearly in mind,
while replacing it with another, less accountable, and more nebulous one.

Table 3.3

Obtained Mean Ranks of the Five Preschool Purposes

Preschool Purpose Mean Rank
Psycho-motor Development 37
Preacademic Skills 26
Socialization and Interaction Skills 38
Attitude to School and Learning 33
Seif-concept Development 14

The original intention of collecting the data on Preschool purposes was,
however, to enable comparisons among types of agencies in terms of their
effectiveness. This was planned to meet the contingency that the primary
evaluation findings might be ambiguous. The 42 agencies therefore had
to be grouped into clusters, based upon similarities of their purposes.
Because 98 percent of the agencies had ranked the self-concept purpose
first or second in importance, no discriminations among the agencies could
be made on the rankings of that purpose. Agencies were grouped together
that ranked other purposes highly. This technique was successful in group-
ing all 42 agencies into three types. Twenty agencies belonged to the
type that emphasized Preacademic Skills. Eleven agencies belonged to
the type that emphasized Socialization and Interaction Skills, and 11 be-
longed to the type that emphasized Attitudes to School and Learning.

For the comparative analysis, each agency was therefore coded as be-
longing to one of the above three pre-school types. No attention was
paid to elementary school purposes, and how they might interact with
pre-school purposes.
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Measures of Continuing Educational Enrichment _

Many individuals who are concerned with the education of young chil-
dren (Jensen, 1967; Deutsch, 1969; Silberman, 1970) have theorized that
the ultimate success of pre-school experiences is dependent upon the rich-
ness and quality of subsequent elementary education. Caldwell (1968),
for example, has stated that “it seems imperative to link preschool pro-
grams with elementary education programs.”

Based on this position, CSE collected data on the enrichment provided
by each elementary schoo! in the evaluative study, so that pre-school
effects could be considered with respect to variations in the quality of
elementary education.

The Enrichment Checklist. A child’s experiences in elementary school
can be improved in quality and enriched in many ways: through competent
and understanding teachers and administrators, the use of appropriate
curriculum materials, and educationally sound activities, to name but a
few. Although money alone does not guarantee an enriched educational
experience, CSE employed funded programs as the measure of the degree
of enrichment in continuing education. For the purposes of this study,
enrichment was thus gauged by the number of non-locally funded (state
or federal} educational programs operating in the school. Because exact
dollar amounts, and enrichment effects, were difficult to determine and
evaluate, CSE used only the number of such programs installed as its
measure of enrichment.

A checklist was, therefore, completed for each school in order to tabu-
late the number of non-locally funded programs. Int an attempt to simplify
the checklist, and to make it nearly comprehensive, the following program
types were listed:

State Early Childhood Education Program
Follow-Through Program

Miller-Unruh Program

Right-to-Read Program

State Bilingual Program

State Mentally Gifted Minors Program
Title I (Disadvantaged) Program

Title III {Innovative) Program

Title VII (Bilingual) Program

Other Programs

At each school, the operating programs were checked and the number
of checks was later tabulated as the enrichment index. The 148 elementary
school enrichment indexes ranged from 0 to 7, (that is, no school was
enriched by more than seven programs), and were distributed as described
in Table 3.4. In order to create two discrete categories of approximately
equal numbers of schools, the index was dichotomized at 2.5, near its
median value, and all schools with 0 to 2 enrichment programs were
classified as “Low Enrichment,” while those with 3 or more enrichment
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programs were classified as “High Enrichment.” Eighty schools were clas-
sified as “Low Enrichment” in this manner, and 68 were classified as
“High Enrichment.” If the state’s Early Childhood Education Program
is not considered as providing enrichment that could affect the evaluation
data (due to its recent inauguration), the index value for separating high
from low achievement schools would remain the same, but the categories
would contain very unequal numbers of schools with 18 moving from
the high group to the low group. The state’s Early Childhood Education
Program was therefore included in the index as an “adjustment” to obtain
a more equal dichotomization.

Table 3.4
Number of Schools Receivin&Each Enrichment Index
Enrichment index Number of Schools Enrichment Classification

0 22 “Low Enrichment"”

1 18 (80)

________ 2 B e e

3 38

4 18 "High Enrichment"

5 3 {68)

6 2

7 2

3 0

9 0
10 ]

Total 148

The Collection of Information about Performance, Motivation, and
Productivity

As a result of the sampling procedures, 148 elementary schools through-
out California were selected for the study. Information about the compara-
tive performance, motivation, and productivity of the children in these
schools was obtained by relying on their records of achievement and atten-
dance and by using the two specially prepared instruments, the Attitude
to School Questionnaire and the Student Productivity Index. On the basis
of rosters for each kindergarten, first-grade, and second-grade class sent
by all elementary school principals, CSE Survey Kits containing these
instruments were sent out for completion.

To maximize efficiency, CSE arranged to send its own field evaluation
personnel to each school to collect the Kits and to transcribe the school
record information. In this way, CSE believed, the need for school staff’s
time and involvement would be minimized and information would be
gathered in a uniform and reliable manner, thus making it ultimately easier
for CSE to organize the information for analysis and interpretation. Field
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evaluators were therefore recruited and trained. The schools they visited
were arranged into itineraries of three, four, or five schools each according
to geographic location and proximity. For example, there were three
schools in Santa Maria, four in Pasadena, and five in Stockton/Modesto.
There were approximately seven itineraries in any one week, and eight
weeks were allotted for school visitations by the CSE field evaluators.

Recruiting and Training Field Evaluators
Preference for the job of field evaluator was given to individuals:

With current and valid California driver’s license

With at least a BA or BS degree

With credits in education, psychology, socioclogy, or public welfare
With experience in the public school system

With sound and practical judgment

With interpersonal skills

‘Who could and would follow directions

Who would dress and comport themselves in a way consistent with
the expectations of regular school personnel

Wheo would work typical school hours {work beginning at or before
8:00 a.m.).

Once the field evaluators were selected, they were formally trained by
regular CSE staff in group and individual workshop sessions to perform
their responsibilities. To facilitate training, each field evaluator was pro-
vided with a copy of a “Procedures for Visiting Schools” booklet, which
explained the purposes and procedures of the evaluative study, gave a
detailed description of the evaluator’s responsibilities, and provided him/
her with samples and extra copies of all information recording forms.

Explaining purposes. This section of the “Procedures for Visiting
Schools” booklet was intended to give the field evaluators a capsule sum-
mary of the Preschool Evaluation Project and the Preschool Program and
also to provide a sense of the sequence of events so that they would
be able to establish a sense of the context in which their responsibilities
were to be fulfilled. The “Introduction” to the study, written for the field
evaluators, took the form given in Figure 3.7,

Detailing responsibilities. Field evaluators had three basic responsi-
bilities to the study: to visit the sample elementary schools; to collect
the completed CSE Survey Kits; and to transcribe information from school
records onto CSE forms. Evaluators were also required to keep accurate
records of their time and expenses.

Visiting the Sample Elementary Schools

A “School Folders Packet” was prepared for each itinerary. In this
packet, the field evaluator was provided with a map of the area to be
visited; self-addressed CSE mailing labels; two copies of the Student Pro-
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FIGURE 3.7

Introduction to the California Preschool Evaluation Project (CPEP)

1. Introduction to the

CALIFORNIA PRESCHOOL EVALUATION PROJECT (CPEP)

The Center for the Study of Evaluation at UCLA has beemn asked by
the Office of the Legislative Analyst to conduct an evaluation study of
California's State Preschools. The Prescheol Program was created by
Assembly Bi11 1331, The Center's Evaluation Study was mandated by Assembly
8411 451, This Bf11 says:

This study shall include. . .an evaluation of the results achieved
by the preschool program through a controlled evaluation of partici-
pating children. This evaluation should include, to the extent
possible, a retrospective analysis of improved and sustained moti-
vation, performance, and productivity achieved in kindergarten
through grade [2]. (Section 6)

To fulfill the requirements of the Bil1, CSE has developed extensive
sampling procedures to make sure that information is collected from appropri-
ate elementary schools on as many former preschool children as possible, and
that the information is accurate in terms of the Program's geographic, racial
and economic requirements. The elementary schools (or districts) that you
are visiting were selected as a result of the sampling procedures. :

The principal of the elementary school and the superintendent of the
school district in which the schools are located have been informed in a
letter signed by Dr. Wilson Riles and Mr. A, Alan Post of the purposes of
the evaluation study, and the information CSE needs. As you can see, CSE
is working with the State Department of Education as well as the Legistative
Analyst. Shortly before your visit, each school (or district) was personally
called to set up an appointment, to obtain the name of a person for you to
contact, and to further clarify the school's (or district's) and your metual
responsibilities. To gain formal entry into the schools (or districts), you
have been provided with a letter of introduction signed by Wilson Riles.

Your major responsibilities for the Califernia Preschool Project are
to visit schools to collect and return to UCLA the completed CSE Survey Xits
and to record information on the School Record Rosters. You will also be
expected to complete the School Experience Form, and to-keep records of your
time and expenses,

ductivity Index; filament tape; stamped, self-addressed manila envelopes;
and individual school folders for each elementary school in the itinerary.
Each individual school folder contained a School Identification Sheet that
provided field evaluators with the name and address of the elementary
school; an appointment date and time; a person to ask for when arriving
at the school; and the physical location of the information needed from
the school records (each school was contacted by telephone at least a
week in advance of a visit and cooperative arrangements made for the
visit). The School Identification Sheet is reprinted in Figure 3.8.

The individual school folder also contained one School Record Roster
for each teacher’s kindergarten, first, or second grade class that was pre-
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FIGURE 3.8

School Identification Sheet
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Area:
Travel:

District Information:
(If relevant)

SCHOOL TDENTIFTCATION SHEET

Name of School

Address

Phone Number

Date of Visit Time

Field Evaluator’s Name

Contact Person at School

Location of:
Fall 1973 Attendance Records
Grade One Birthdates
Grade One Ethnic Membership |
Grade One Sex Information ]
Grade Two Spring 1973 Cooperative Primary Tests

Special Instructions

In case of extreme difficulty, call:

Arlene Fink Maureen Matanaphy
Ralph Hoepfner Jan Wiedman at (213) 825-4711
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pared from the school’s rosters. The uses of the School Record Roster
are described in greater detail below. Finally, each individual school folder
contained a School Experience Form that the field evaluator filled out
to help CSE keep a check on possible problems experienced by the evalua-
tors or schoals, The School Experience Form is reproduced in Figure 3.9.

Field evaluators were instructed to always carry the business card pro-
vided by CSE as a formal introduction into the schools. Further, they
were advised to call the contact person named on the School Identification
Sheet to introduce themselves before a visit and to re-check the school’s
address and location,

Collecting and returning CSE Survey Kits. The directions to field evalua-
tors concerning the collection and return of the Survey Kits were as fol-
lows:

1. Check to see that you have collected the appropriate number
of CSE Survey Kits, and that the Questionnaires and Indexes
are completed.

2. Pack all completed CSE Survey Kits into the carton that
was used to mail them to the school. (If the carton is no
longer available, you must obtain a new one.)

3. Paste the label with CSE's address over the old label. The
CSE return label can be found in the School Folders Packet.
Extra labels are attached to this folder.

4. Tie the carton with filament tape, found in the School Folders
Packet.

5. Mail the carton to CSE: Special Fourth Class Rate, and record
the cost of the postage.

Possible problems in collecting and returning the Kits, and their solutions
were also provided:

Problem: You cannot collect the appropriate number of CSE
Survey Kits and/or Attitude to School Questionnaires, because
some teachers have not completed them.

Solution: Try to convince the school of the importance of obtain-
ing the informaticn. For example, you might mention the need
to include as many children as possible in the CPEP evaluative
study, and point out that the California Legislature will be
making funding decisions on the basis of what we find. If the
school is willing, have the staff mail you the Kits. If necessary,
provide them with a CSE label for the boxes.

Problem: You cannot collect the appropriate number of Indexes.

Solution: Try persuasion. If successful, provide one of the
stamped addressed manila envelopes included in the School
Folders Packet (extra copies are also included in the folder).
Be sure to write the name of the school, the teacher’s name,
and the grade level at the top of the Index.
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School Experience Form
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SCHOOL EXPERIENCE FORM

Name of School

Your Name

For each of the three categories of CPEP responsibilities, describe any
problems or difficulties you encountered.

1. Visiting Elementary Schools

2. Collecting and Returning CSE Survey Kits

3. Recording Information on the School Record Rosters

Comments : .
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FIGURE 3.10

School Record Roster

K-1-2 children benefit from enrichment
‘ Schootl:
program(s) (check all that apply).
Early Childhood ___ State MGM ___ | SCHOOL | State School Code:
Follow Through __ Title I — |RECORD| Grade Level(s):
Miller-Unruh  _ TitleIII ___ |ROSTER Teacher:
Right-to-Read _ Title VII ___ ) N
State Bilingual ___ Other No. of days, Fall '73 Semester:
Grade ! Grade 2
All Fall '73 Entry Level Test | Spring "73 Cooperative
Identification Data Primary Test Centiles
lé?thnic =
= o l'Oup -
STUDENT = Bla (check one) §
NAME HINPNE w[a] | &
Sl @% bt =
2. 83| wE SIZl | & ) 2
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Recording information on the School Record Rosters. The School Record
Rosters for each school contained the name of each student in a kindergar-
ten, first-grade, or second-grade class and the name of the teacher. The
School Record Roster is given in Figure 3.10.

Field evaluators were told to record the needed information and were
advised that:

1. The location or whereabouts of the information, e.g., attendance
records for computing the number of days each child was absent
during the Fall, 1973 semester, is provided for you on the School
Identification Sheet,

2. As soon as you arrive at the school, find out from the school contact:
a. The type of enrichment program, if any, at the school
b. The number of days in the Fall semester
¢. The state school code

As can be readily seen from the example of the School Record Roster
illustrated in Figure 3.10, while the attendance information and the Coop-
erative Primary scores were available from the schools, the scores for
the Entry Level Tests were not. These scores had to be obtained from
the company that maintains the statewide computer bank of scores. The
computer bank stores individual scores, but the scores are coded only
by birthdate, ethnicity, sex, and socio-economic index of each student.
It is for this reason that information collected on the Schoeol Record Roster
for all first-grade students is entirely descriptive. The computer bank was
searched to match descriptions within schools so that Entry Level Test
scores could be assigned to students. CSE gratefully acknowledges the
cooperation of Westinghouse Learning Corporation, the agency charged
with the computer bank, for its indispensable help in data retrieval for
the first-grade test data.



Chapter IV
DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter of the evaluation report presents the more technical aspects
of the evaluation study including the formulation of the hypotheses and
the procedures for analyzing the data.

The Evaluation Questions as Evaluation Hypotheses

The Need for Hypotheses

Experts in the field of evaluation of social and educational programs
have not addressed in a comprehensive manner the issue of whether clear
experimental hypotheses must be stated in the development of evaluation
designs or in the accompanying analysis procedures. CSE conceptualized
the present evaluation study as an applied experiment and consequently
translated the primary evaluation questions into formalized statements of
hypotheses. This procedure was employed for two compelling reasons.

First, the results of the evaluation study were to be supplied to the
State Legislature and the Legislature would necessarily have to generalize
the findings to pre-school education and into the future of the State Pre-
school Program. Interpreting the findings of the evaluation study in terms
of formalized hypotheses provides the Legislature with built-in indexes
of confidence from which they may make generalizations in the most
enlightened manner.

Second, the results of the evaluation study could have considerable
sociopolitical implications in terms of continued, altered, or terminated
funding of a somewhat controversial program. Because how one interprets
evaluation findings is subtly influenced by the nature of the original ques-
tions (hypotheses), it was important for CSE to maintain its integrity by
formally and precisely stating hypotheses before any of the evaluation
findings became known. CSE believed that if these hypotheses were based
upon a scrupulously careful consideration of all possible influences on
the evaluation findings, then the objectivity of the interpretation of the
findings would be greatly enhanced.

The Influence of the Pre-Existing Samples

Hypotheses that form parts of experimental designs are all based upon
the supposition that the populations giving rise to the samples to be com-
pared after the educational treatment were essentially equal before the
treatment. This is usually assured through some variety of random sampling
or random assignment. However, the case of applied experiments or evalu-

68
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ation studies like this examination of the Preschool Program (and for the
Children’s Center Program), initial selection of participants into the pro-
grams was not random and there is reason to believe that the children
in the three groups of this evaluation study represent populations of young
children characterized by different degrees of what is called “educational
disadvantage.” This initial inequality of the groups affected the nature
of the formally stated hypotheses and thus how the findings were interpret-
ed.

Reasons why the groups are initially equal. The sampling of all students
in each of the three groups was made within schools and within classrooms.
That is, for each child in the Preschool Program, a child for each of
the other two groups was (attempted to be) selected who was from the
same classroom. No attempt was made to match children across classrooms
or schools. Even if the classrooms were rigidly tracked by ability level
(or any other characteristic), and even if the schools were rigidly segregat-
ed according to any socio-economic or racial and ethnic basis, the sampling
procedure employed in this evaluation study maximized the equality of
the students in each of the groups. On the basis of this evaluation study’s
sampling approach, the three groups should exhibit initial equality and
normal experimental hypotheses should be appropriate. But the evidence
for the initial inequality among the three groups is much greater and
CSE made every effort to give that evidence due consideration in the
formulation of hypotheses.

Reasons why the groups are initially unequal. Not only can the children
be looked at on the basis of the sampling procedures for the evaluation
study, but they can also be looked at on the basis of how they were
selected (or not selected) one, two, or three years previously into their
respective pre-school experiences. If such selection was not essentially
random, then there is evidence that the three groups were not initially
equal. To determine if the nature of the criteria would result in random
selection, the eligibility requirements for each of the two programs, Pre-
schoo! and Children’s Centers, had to be considered in comparison to
the No-Program children.

Table 4.1, presenting general eligibility criteria for the three groups
that could cause sampling inequalities, indicates that the three groups
of children cannot be considered to be random (and therefore equal) sam-
ples of the population of California pre-scheol-aged children. Based upon
the number and biasing effects of the eligibility criteria, it was inferred
that initially the Preschool children were most economically disadvan-
taged, leading to the conclusion that they were the most educationally
disadvantaged; the Children’s Center children were second in terms of
educational disadvantage; the No-Program children were least educa-
tionally disadvantaged.
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Table 4.1

Sampling Effects of Pre-School Frogram Eligibility Requirements

No Program Children
] {who attend
Basis for : .
Potential Preschool Children | Children's Center | elementary schools
Inequality Children’s Center
Children)
Must be AFDC Must be current, Not lmown; probably
recipient, from former, or potential covers most of the
Socio- Economic| low-income family, AFDC recipient, socio-economic
Status welfare recipient, or | parent either em- range, with likely
economically ployed, in training, or | underrepresentation
disadvantaged. in school. Any child of upper-middle and
may be enrolled, #f upper classes.
there is space, but
priority goes to chil-
dren meeting criteria
above.
Preference given to Not known; no Not known; probably
Caultural non-English-speaking | cultural very heterogeneous.
e families, and to the requi nts.
Difterences THES, equiremne
socially and environ-
mentally
disadvantaged.
2% American Indian; | 58% White: 27T% 1% American Indian;
. . 22% Black; 3% Black; 10% Chicano; 15% Black; 1%
Rat:n:ilj.Ethmc Oriental; 36% Spanish | 1% Chinese; 1% Oriental; 26% Spanish
Origin American; 37% Other | Native American; 3% [ American; 52% Other
White (as obtained Other. White (as obtained
from Table 2.1).- from Table 2.2).
Parents must enroll Parents must enroll Not known; could
Family the child and be the child and must range from malign
Involvement involved in the edu- | participate; but neglect to intense
in Education cational program. participation is often | involvement in
marginal because private pre-school
most parents work or | program.
go to school.

*State consensus figures for children aged 3 to 5, in 1970 were;
8% Negro; 75% White; 1% Japanese; 13% Spanish surname; 1%
American Indian; 1% Chinese; and 1% Filipino. Racial/Ethnic
labels are consistent with their various direct and indirect

sources,
The Evaluation Hypotheses

Because of the importance of the hypotheses in addressing the limitation
resulting from the lack of baseline data, it was necessary to formulate
them in a unique way. For this reason, the rationale for the hypotheses
is presented in detail,
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I, on the generalized dependent variable of educational advantage, u,
stands for the mean of the population P of participants in the Preschool
Program, p., for the mean of the population C of children who had
.experiences in the Children’s Center Program, and iy, for the mean of
the population N of children who had taken part in no institutionalized
program, a basis is furnished for formulating each of several possible hy-
potheses,

Hypotheses for two-group comparisons. Initially, consideration will be
given to comparisons between populations P and N, as population C
constitutes, in a sense, an additional benefit or dividend of importance
but not of vital significance. It can be argued, on the basis of the previous
discussion, that despite the care taken in sampling, there may be a slight
built-in advantage for children in the N population, as the lack of prior
participation in an institutionalized pre-school program could indicate for
population N the somewhat enhanced probability of a slightly higher
socio-economic level in the home and of a somewhat more advantageous
home environment for learning than that found for children in population
P. (The alternative, that many of the children from population N are
from families so disadvantaged that their parents didn’t even know about
or care about the possibility of a pre-school experience, was not considered
highly likely.)

Hence, it is not unlikely that if the members of population P had not
received any pre-school program, their average level of academic perform-
ance, motivation, and productivity would have been lower than that of
population N. The equation below describes this probablistic situation:

iy > o

Thus it would appear that if the mean academic performance, motivation,
and productivity level of individuals in population P after the Preschool
experience were at least equal to that of population N, there would be
reason to conclude that the Preschool Program was successful. This finding
would indicate that the Preschool Program brought the disadvantaged
children up to (but not above) the level of the No-Program children and
would be interpreted as evidence that the Preschool Program probably
was successful in meeting its goals. The equation that illustrates the condi-
tion under which the Preschool Program would be adjudged a probable
success is:

[P TRy TS

The Preschool Program would be adjudged a definite success if:
fy > P

Although it is customary in a directional hypothesis involving a one-
tailed significance test (relative to which the substantive research-oriented
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prediction from a theoretical framework would be that the mean of the
Preschool population would be greater than the mean of the No-Program
population) to state the null hypothesis (H,) and the alternative hypothesis
(H,) as

Ho: g, < e

HA: p'p > p'N:

It is conceivable (precisely as happened in this evaluation study) that there
could be a situation in which the expectation for the evaluation hypothesis
would be that the average level of the experimental (Preschool) population
would be equal to or greater than that of the control (No-Program) popula-
tion, and that the null hypothesis would indicate that the mean of the
experimental (Preschool Program) population would be less than (but not
equal to) that of the control (No-Program) population, as evidenced by
the following statements:

Ho: pr, < i
Hypy 2 py

For the investigation involving populations P and N, it would seem reason-
able from the argument previously presented that the null hypothesis and
alternative (evaluation) hypothesis be stated as above.

To formulate the null hypothesis H, as a non-directional one of no
difference, in which either a positive or negative sampling difference
between means would be entertained as a highly likely occurrence, would
seem to be an evasive tactic, as there appears to be a reasonable expecta-
tion on the part of the legislators and members of the teaching and home
communities that children given the Preschocl experience should do in
subsequent primary grades at least as well as similar children not afforded

 such an opportunity. To argue that disadvantaged children in the Preschoal
Program would exhibit, on the average, a level of performance superior
to that of somewhat less-disadvantaged children, would be to expect more
from the Preschool Program than would be expected from any other
educative program, and this would be unrealistic, and probably unfairly
discriminatory. By the same token, to argue that the Preschool Program
could not erase the deficit of the disadvantaged child, but merely make
it smaller, would be to inject an element of fatalistic pessimism for the
intervention approach. Thus, the formulation afforded by the adopted
hypotheses seemed on both research-evaluation and political-humanistic
grounds the most reasonable and pragmatic one.

The hypotheses for the comparisons between the Preschool children
and the No-Program children were evaluated as follows: Significantly
greater improvement of the Preschool children was interpreted as
indicating a definite success of the Program; any non-significant dif-
ference between the programs was interpreted as indicating a proba-
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ble success of the Preschool Program; and any significantly greater
improvement of the No-Program children was interpreted as indicat-
ing a definite failure of the Preschool Program. In the usual evalua-
tion study these criteria would be considered exceedingly one-sided
in allowing the Preschool Program to merit positive evaluation; how-
ever, CSE believed that the possibility of initial sampling bias war-
ranted this more liberal approach.

Hypotheses for three-group comparisons. If the third population, C, is
injected into the discussion, many interesting possibilities could arise from
the standpoint of the research hypotheses. The two most likely expecta-
tions would be:

Hyip, > pe >
or

H,.: pp=pic==pty.

The second alternative hypothesis, A, allows for the minimal expectation
of equality to be achieved; and the first alternative hypothesis, A,, for
the fulfillment of the somewhat hopeful “underdog”™ expectation that the
disadvantaged children in the enriching Preschool Program would excel
those in the Children’s Center Program who, in turn, would excel children
not receiving any institutionalized pre-school experience. Both alternatives
were combined to provide the operating evaluation hypothesis:

Hyp, = pe 2ty

with interpretations similar to those for the two-population case.

It is conceivable that the non-effectiveness of the pre-school experiences.
or the realities of the differences caused by disadvantaged conditions might
yield the following null hypothesis:

He: pp < pe <y

with accompanying negative evaluation interpretations for the pre-school
experience programs.

The hypotheses for the comparisons among the Preschool, Children’s
Center, and No-Program children partly repeat those for the two-
group comparisons discussed above. For that reason, the three-group
hypotheses were evaluated primarily for the Preschool vs. Children’s
Center comparisons, with No-Program comparisons playing a second-
ary role. The hypotheses were evaluated as follows: Significantly
greater improvement of the Preschool children over the Children’s
Center children was interpreted as indicating that the Preschool
Program was definitely more successful than the Children’s Center
Program; any non-significant difference between the Preschool Chil-
dren and the Children’s Center children was interpreted as indicat-
ing that the Preschool Program was probably more successful than
the Children’s Center Program; any significantly greater improve-
ment of the Children’s Center children over the Preschool children
was interpreted as indicating that the Children’s Center Program
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was definitely more successful than the Preschool Program. Each
of these interpretations was further tempered, of course, with the
observed differences from the No-Program children. As with the
two-group criteria, these would be considered exceedingly one-sided
in allowing the Preschool Program to merit positive evaluation in
comparison to the Children’s Centers by traditional evaluation stan-
dards. CSE still believed that the possibility of initial sampling bias
warranted this more liberal approach.

Hypothesis for Preschool purposes comparisons. The fact that the sample
of Preschool agencies employed in this evaluation study could be cate-
gorized into three different groups on the basis of their self-reported priori-
ties or purposes allowed for a comparison among the three groups in
terms of the dependent variables reflecting levels of performance, motiva-
tion, and productivity. Because the categorization of the Preschool agen-
cies was not based on any preconceived plan, but was made empirically
according to the findings of the Preschool Purpose Survey, no directional
hypotheses were made regarding the possible differences among the
groups. The non-directional evaluation hypothesis for the Preacademic
Skills population {A), the Socialization and Interaction Skills population
{S), and the Attitudes to School and Learning population (L), is stated
as

H,: pa #ps = p,
while the null hypothesis is stated as

Ho: o™= ps= pias
With a non-directional hypothesis, any observed significant dif-
ference among the groups of Preschool agencies can be reported
as information that might be useful for decision making by the Legis-
lature, and therefore was reported in that fashion.

Hypothesis for school-envichment comparisons. Based upon the literature
cited previously on page 59 of this evaluation report, the following direc-
tional hypothesis was made regarding the differences between the means
of the Low Enrichment schools (Low) and the High Enrichment schools
(High):

Bt pow < Matigne

The concommitant null hypothesis would read:

Hg: Brow 2 Prigy

It was considered that rejection or non-rejection of the null hypothesis
would have no direct decision-making implications for the Legislature,
but would only be useful for a more careful consideration of implications
from other statistical tests described above. It was also thought that the
findings for the “enrichment” comparisons, secondary concerns in the
two-group and three-group comparison analyses, should not be interpreted
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as an evaluation of the general “enrichment” policy, because High and
Low schools might have been different on other characteristics (such as
concentration of disadvantaged children). It could be argued, for example,
that since enrichment programs are {in general) provided where they are
most needed, equal achievement would be an indication of probable suc-
cess. Thus the findings were meant to be interpreted only in a “main-
tenance” perspective.

Analysis Methods to Test the Hypotheses

The analysis method selected to test all the hypotheses of this evaluation
study was the univariate analysis of variance. While analysis of covariance
would be an appropriate method, especially where the comparison groups
are unequal in many relevant respects, no measures that could qualify
as covariates were available for most of the children in all three groups.
For example, although Caldwell’s Preschool Inventory was administered
to a state-wide sample of Head Start children during the years of concern
to this evaluation study, and Head Start programs were frequently com-
mingled with Preschool and Children’s Center Programs, none of the
No-Program children could be expected to have taken the test during
their pre-school years, and there would therefore be no way to adjust
for their differences.

Analyses to compare Preschool to No-Program children. At each of the
three grade levels and for each of the measures taken at the respective
grade, a two-way analysis of variance was performed. One dimension was
the Preschool—No-Program comparison and the second dimension was
the Low—High school-enrichment comparison. The comparisons are gra-
phically presented in Figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1
Preschool vs. No-Program Comparisons

Preschool Program No-Program

Low Enrichment

High Enrichment

F tests for the first main effect (comparing the two right columns)
indicated whether or not the Preschool children exceeded or were equal
to (or lower than) the No-Program children, without consideration of their
elementary school programs. F tests for the second main effect (comparing
the two bottom rows) indicated whether the children in High Enrichment
elementary schools exceeded (or were equal to or lower than) children
in Low Enrichment elementary schools, ignoring their pre-school experi-
" ences. F tests for the interaction (comparing both columns and rows simul-
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taneously) indicated whether school enrichment worked to enhance, main-
tain, diminish, or reverse any effects of the two pre-school experiences.

Analyses to compare Preschool to Children’s Center to No-Program chil-
dren. At each of three grade levels and for each of the measures taken
at the respective grade, a two-way analysis of variance was performed.
The samples of students for this analysis were composed of all the cases
from classrooms in which all three types of children (in terms of their
pre-school experiences) were found. One dimension of the analysis was
the Preschool—Children’s Center—No-Program comparison and the sec-
ond dimension was the Low—High school-enrichment comparison. The
comparisons are graphically presented in Figure 4.2.

Figure 4.2
Preschool vs. Children’s Center vs. No-Program Comparisons

Preschool Program | Children’s Center No-Program

Low Enrichment

High Enrichment

F tests for the first raain effect (comparing the three right columns)
indicated whether or not the Preschool children exceeded or were equal
to (or lower than) the Children’s Center children who, in turn, exceeded
or were equal to (or lower than) the No-Program children without consider-
ation of their elementary school programs, F tests for the second main
effect (comparing the two bottom rows) indicated whether the children
in High Enrichment elementary schools exceeded (or were equal to or
lower than) children in Low Enrichment elementary schools, ignoring their
pre-school experiences. F tests for the interaction (comparing both columns
and rows simultaneously) indicated whether school enrichment worked
to erhance, maintain, diminish, or reverse any effects of the three pre-
school experiences. The comparisons made for the first main effect, when
significant, were followed by post hoc comparisons to find just which
groups were different from one another.

Analyses to compare the effects of different Preschool purposes. At each
of the three grade levels and for each of the measures taken at the respec-
tive grade, a one-way analysis of variance was performed over the three
types of Preschool purposes. The samples of students for this analysis were
composed only of those students who had completed Preschool experi-
ences. The one dimension of the analysis was the Preacademic Skills—
Socialization and Interaction Skills—Attitudes to School and Learning
comparisons among the Preschool’s self-described priority purpose. The
comparisons are graphically presented in Figure 4.3
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Figure 4.3

Preschool Purposes Comparisons

Preacademic Socialization and Attitudes to School
Skills Interaction Skills and Learning

An F test for the main effect (comparing the three columns) indicated
whether or not there were differences among children from the three
differently focused Preschool agencies. If the tests were significant, they
were followed by post hoc comparisons to determine which type of Pre-
school had the most positive effect on which type of student outcome.

Because of the extreme care taken in the sampling of children to repre-
sent each of the groups being compared in any of the analyses described
above and because in many instances statistical equality was to be liberally
interpreted as somewhat confirmatory of hypotheses, the .05 level of signif-
icance was adopted for the evaluation of all the inferential statistical tests.



Chapter V
EVALUATION FINDINGS

Comparison of Preschool Children to No-Program Children

To test for differences between Preschool and No-Program children,
at each grade level and for each measure, a two-way analysis of variance
was conducted. The basic design for this analysis, presented in Figure
4.1, is outlined in the previous chapter.

Differences in Performance

Two measures of performance were considered: the Entry Level Test
for first-grade students and the Cooperative Primary Test—Reading for
second-grade students. The results of the analysis for each measure are
presented in Tables 5.1 and 5.2, respectively. (Throughout this chapter,
the abbreviations appearing in the tables are: N = sample size; M =
mean value; df = degrees of freedom; F = F value; p = probability
value; and ns = not significant.}

Table 5.1

Anatysis of Entry Level Test: Grade 1

Preschool Experience No-Program Experience
Low N = 298 N = 284
Enrichment M = 26.90 M = 2734
High N = 428 N =439
Enrichment M = 26.36 M = 26.80
SOURCE o Mean Square F p
Preschool vs. ’
No-Program l 67.99 1.82 ns
Low vs, High
Enrichment 1 103.34 271 ns
Interaction 1 .08 .00 ns
Error 1445 37.30

Entry Level Test. No statistically significant differences in performance
were found between Preschool and No-Program children or between
Low-Enrichment and High-Enrichment children. In addition, tests for
interactive effects of the Preschool experience and Enrichment were also
nonsignificant.

78
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In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that with
respect to performance, as measured by the Entry Level Test:

1. The Preschool Program was probably successful in meeting this goal.

9. Enrichment had no effect on maintaining student performance.

Table 5.2

Analysis of Cooperative Primary Test—Reading: Grade 2

Preschool Experience No-Program Experience
Low N =237 N=213
Enrichment M= 2204 M =249
High N = 350 N = 314
Enrichment M =278 M=2314
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Preschool vs.
No-Program 1 1187.59 16.62 p<_.01
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 273,98 3.83 p<.05
Interaction 1 149.53 - 2.09 ns
Error 1110 71.46

Cooperative Primary Test—Reading. Comparison of performance be-
tween Preschool and No-Program children reveals statistically significant
differences, with the Preschool children (M = 21.88) earning lower scores
than the No-Program children (M = 23.85). In addition, differences were
found between High Enrichment and Low Enrichment with the Low
Enrichment children (M = 23.39) surpassing the High Enrichment chil-
dren (M = 22.42). Tests for an interaction between the Preschool experi-
ence and Enrichment were nonsignificant.

In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that for
performance, as measured by the Cooperative Primary Test—Reading:

1. The Preschool Program was definitely not successful in meeting this

goal.

2. Enrichment appeared to be detrimental in maintaining performance.

Summary. For both measures of performance, the Preschool children
had lower mean scores than the No-Program children. However, the means
were only significantly different for one of the measures. Therefore, it
is concluded that the Preschool Program was probably successful in im-
proving first-grade performance, but definitely not successful in improving
second-grade performance. In addition, enriched elementary-school pro-
grams did not maintain or enhance first-grade improvement, and actually
appeared to be detrimental to second-grade performance.
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Differences in Motivation

Two measures of motivation available at each grade level were consid-
ered in this set of analyses: the Attitude to School Questionnaires (ASQ)
and attendance. The results of the analyses are presented in Table 5.3
through 5.5 for the Attitude to School Questionnaire and in Tables 5.6
through 5.8 for attendance. In interpreting the results of these analyses,
it should be kept in mind that attendance was measured on a reversed
scale as percentage of a semester absent. Consequently, a lower value
represents a “better” score on this measure.

Table 5.3
Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnaire: Grade K
Preschool Experience No-Program Experience
Low N = 456 N = 439
Enrichment M = 20.37 M = 20.60
High N = 587 N = 563
Enrichment M= 1976 M=2017
SOURCE di Mean Square F P
Preschool vs.
No-Pragram 1 49.99 122 ns
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 137.32 3.36 s
“Interaction i 3.44 .08 ns
Error 2041 40.93
Table 5.4
Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnaire: Grade 1
Preschool Experience No-Program Experience

Low N = 361 N = 366
Enrichment M= 2078 M= 2118
High N = 527 N = 524
Enrichment M = 1992 M=1974
SOURCE df Mean Square F ]
Preschool vs.
No-Program 1 5.35 .18 ns
Low vs. High
Enrichment l 572.09 18.82 - P01
Interaction 1 34.83 1.15 ns
Error 1774 30.39
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Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnaire: Grade 2
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Preschool Experience No-Program Experience
Low N = 266 N =271
Enrichment M = 20.63 M= 2070
High N = 385 N = 382
Entichment M = 2105 M = 2105
SOURCE df Mean Square F P
Preschool vs.
No-Program 1 54 02 s
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 47.19 1.96 ns-
Interaction 1 A5 1] ns
Error [ 1300 24.09

Attitude to School Questionnaire. Comparison of Preschool children to
No-Program children produced nonsignificant differences at each of the
three grade levels. No significant differences were found between the High
Enrichment children and Low Enrichment children except for grade one.
In the first grade, Low Enrichment children (M = 20.98) showed higher
motivation than the High Enrichment children (M = 19.83). No significant
interactions between Preschool experience and Enrichment were found
at any grade level.

According to the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that in
terms of motivation, as measured by the A#titude to School Questionnaire:

1. The Preschool Program was probably successful in meeting this goal.

9. Enrichment appeared to have no effect on maintaining student mo-

tivation in kindergarten and the second grade, but appeared to be
detrimental in maintaining student motivation in the first grade.
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Table 5.6

Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade K

Preschool Experience No-Program Experience
Low N =41 N = 462
Enrichment M= 1147 M = 10.50
High - N = 647 N = 603
Enrichment M = 10.55 M = 1048
SOURCE df Mean Square F P
Preschool vs.
No-Program 1 144.33 1.47 ns
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 116.44 1.18 s
Interaction 1 106.35 1.08 ns
Error 2187 98.52
Table 5.7
Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade 1
Preschool Experience No-Program Experience

Low N = 379 N =131
Enrichment M =855 M=232

. High N = 545 N = 555
Enrichment M = 857 M = 832
SOURCE df Mean Square F P
Preschool vs.
Nc.ngmm 1 31.21 A2 ns
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 0.76 01 ns
Interaction 1 0.22 .00 ns
Error 1849 74.44




EVALUATION FINDINGS 83
Table 5.8

Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade 2

Preschool Experience No-Program Experience
Low N =275 N = 282
Enrichment M = 615 M = 6.68
High N = 405 N =397
Enrichment M = 682 M = 653
SOURCE di Mean Square F P
Preschoot vs.
No-Program 1 4,23 09 ns
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 21.20 45 ns
Interaction 1 54.48 1.16 ns
Error 1355 46.92

Attendance. At each grade level, no statistically significant differences
were produced between the Preschool and No-Program children, or be-
tween the Low Enrichment and High Enrichment children. Further, no
interactions were found between Preschool experience and Enrichment.

According to the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that in
terms of motivation, as measured by attendance:

1. The Preschool Program was probably successful in meeting this goal.

9. Enrichment had no effect on maintaining student motivation.

Summary. Even though the mean scores on both measures of motivation
at most of the grade levels were slightly favorable to the No-Program
children, the differences were not significant. In terms of motivation, it
is concluded that the Preschool Program probably effected improvement,
but that the improvement was neither maintained nor enhanced by
enriched elementary-school programs, and that in one instance, these pro-
grams actually appeared detrimental to motivation.

Differences in Productivity

For this analysis, the Student Productivity Index was used as the measure
of productivity at each grade level. It should be kept in mind that the
Student Productivity Index uses a reversed scale, with higher scores indicat-
ing less productivity. The results of this analysis are presented in Tables
5.9 through 5.11.

* Student Productivity Index. Statistically significant differences in pro-
ductivity were found between Preschool and No-Program children, with
No-Program children surpassing the Preschool children at each grade level.
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(In kindergarten Preschool, M = 52.37, No-Program, M = 47.60; in grade
one Preschool, M = 52.22, No-Program, M = 48.23; and in grade two
Preschool, M = 0.97, No-Program, M = 47.43.) Comparisons between
High Enrichment and Low Enrichment children at each grade level pro-
duced no significant results. Similarly, no significant interactions were
found between Preschool experiences and Enrichment.

Table 5.9

Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade K

Freschool Experience No-Program Experience
Low N = 493 N = 477
Enrichment M = 5187 M = 4841
High N = 646 N =627
Enrichment M = 52.75 M = 46.98
SOURCE of Mean Square F ]
Preschool vs.
No-Program 1 1171051 1337 p<01
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 40.85 05 ns
Interaction 1 733.12 B4 ns
Error 2239 875.65

Table 5.10
Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade 1

Preschool Experience No-Program Experience
Low N = 386 N = 386
Enrichment M = 53.24 M = 4817
High N = 558 N = 561
Enrichment M = SL.51 M =4828
SOURCE df Mean Square F P
Preschaol vs.
No-Program 1 7876.30 8.98 p<.01
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 299.57 34 ns
Interaction i 385.17 44 ns
Ereor ‘ 1885 877.54
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Table 5.11

Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade 2

- Preschool Experience No-Program Experience
Low N = 282 N =286
Enrichment M = 5061 M= 45585
High N = 415 N = 407
Enrichment M = 5121 M = 48.46
SOURCE df Mean Square F P
Preschool vs.
No-Pragram 1 4603.83 5.29 p< .05
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 814.76 Y ns
Interaction 1 308.32 35 ns
Error 1386 §70.84

In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that for
student productivity, as measured by the Student Productivity Index:

1. The Preschool Program was definitely unsuccessful in meeting this

goal.

9. Enrichment had no effect on maintaining student productivity.

Summary. The Preschool children exhibited significantly less produc-
tivity than the No-Program children. In terms of productivity, it is conclud-
ed that the Preschool Program was definitely not successful in effecting
improvement and that enrichment at the elementary level had no effect
either.

Comparison of Preschool, Children’s Center and No-Program Children

To test for differences among the Preschool, Children’s Center, and
No-Program children, a 2X3 analysis of variance was performed. The basic
design for this analysis, presented in Figure 4.2, is outlined in the previous
chapter.

Differences in Performance

Two measures of performance were considered: the Entry Level Test
for first-grade students and the Cooperative Primary Test—Reading for
second-grade students. The results of this analysis for each measure are
presented in Tables 5.12 and 5.13.
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Table 5.12

Analysis of Entry Level Test: Grade 1

Preschool Children Center | No-Program
Low N = 6% N =19 N =54
Enrichment M = 28.46 M = 29.16 M = 2751
High N =113 N =139 N = 112
Enrichment M = 2751 M = 2692 M = 2701
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 16.14 0.56 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. High X
Enrichment 1 108.21 375 ns
Interaction 2 17.58 61 ns
Error 396 28.87

Entry Level Test. No statistically significant differences were found
between Preschool, Children’s Center, and No-Program students, or be-
tween the High Enrichment and Low Enrichment students. In addition,
the test for interactive effects between Preschool experience and Enrich-
ment was nonsignificant.

According to the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that with
respect to performance, as measured by the Entry Level Test:

1. The Preschool Program was probably more successful than the Chil-

dren’s Center Program in meeting this goal.

2. Enrichment had no effect on maintaining student performance.

Cooperative Primary Test—Reading. No significant differences were
found between the Preschool, Children’s Center, and No-Program chil-
dren. All the mean scores in Table 5.13 are very close to the mean of
the published national norms for Grade 1 - Spring. Significant differences
were produced, however, between High and Low Enrichment, with Low
Enrichment children (M = 24.39) surpassing the High Enrichment chil-
dren (M = 22.04). The test for interaction between Preschool experience
and Enrichment was also significant. This interaction is presented graphi-
cally in Figure 5.1. Inspection of the Low Enrichment and High Enrich-
ment profiles in Figure 5.1 reveals that the greatest differences occur
between Low Enrichment—Children’s Center and High Enrich-
ment—Children’s Center students. This result was confirmed by a New-
man-Keuls multiple-comparison test: Significant cell comparisons occur
between the Low Enrichment—Children’s Center students and the Low
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Enrichment—Preschool students, the High Enrichment—Preschool stu-
dents, the High Enrichment—Children’s Center students, and the High
Enrichment—No-Program students.

Table 5.13

Analysis of Cooperative Primary Test—Reading: Grade 2

Preschool Children Center |}  No-Program
Low N =57 N =21 N =253
Enrichment M=2233 M= 2790 M = 25.21
High N = 85 , N =3 N=170
Earichment M= 2178 M= 2125 M = 2276
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 151.30 2.36 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 677.13 10.57 p< 01
Interaction 2 212.04 131 p< .05
Error 316 64.08

Newman-Keuls Multiple Comparison Test

Low Enrichment, Children Center = High Enrichment, No Program  p<C.01
Low Enrichment, Chitdren Center > Low Enrichment, Preschool p<_.01
Low Enrichment, Children Center > High Enrichment, Preschool p<<.01
Low Enrichment, Children Center > High Enrichment, Children Center p<C.01

FIGURE 5.1

Interaction between Preschool Experience and Enrichment:
Cooperative Primary Test-Reading

I — —

Sénre on 25 Low Enrichment

Cooperative
Primary Test .\/
- Reading
20 | High Enrichment

l

Preschool Children’s Center No—Pr:)gram
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In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that for
performance, as measured by the Cooperative Primary Test—Reading:
1. The Preschool Program was probably more successful than the Chil-
dren’s Center Program in meeting this goal.
2. Enrichment appeared to be detrimental in maintaining performance.
3. Enrichment appeared to be particularly détrimental for Children’s
Center and No-Program Students in maintaihing performance.
Summary. The Preschool children earned mean scores that were not
significantly different from those of the Children’s Center children. Chil-
dren in Low Enrichment schools exhibited higher performance than those
in High Enrichment schools. In terms of performance, it is concluded
that the Preschool Program probably effected improvement more than
- the Children’s Center Program, but that none of the improvement was
maintained or enhanced by enriched elementary-school programs.

Differences in Motivation

At each grade level, two measures of motivation were considered for
this analysis: the A#titude to School Questionnaire and attendance. The
results of these analyses are presented in Tables 5.14 through 5.16 for
the Attitude to School Questionnaire and in Tables 5.17 through 5.19 for
attendance, In interpreting the results of the latter analysis, it should be
kept in mind that attendance was measured on a reversed scale as percent-
age of a semester absent. Consequently, a lower value represents a “better”
score on this measure.

Attitude to School Questionnaire. As in the previous analysis comparing
Preschool and No-Program children, the comparison of Preschool, Chil-
dren’s Center, and No-Program children produced no statistically signifi-
cant differences at each of the three grade levels. Once again, significant
differences were found between High Enrichment and Low Enrichment
children for kindergarten and first-grade students. In both cases, Low
Enrichment children showed higher motivation than High Enrichment
children. (In kindergarten, Low Enrichment, M = 21.45, High Enrich-
ment, M = 19.79; in first grade, Low Enrichment, M = 20.62, High
Enrichment, M = 18.76.) No significant interactions between Preschool
experience and Enrichment were produced at any grade level.
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Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnaire: Grade K

Preschool Children Center No-Program
Low N =129 N=T74 N =122
Enrichment M= 2100 M= 21.68 M=2179
High N =151 N = 5 N = 162
Enrichment M = 19.68 M = 1807 M = 20.48
SOURCE di Mean Square F p
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 81.00 191 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 645.06 15.19 p<01
Interaction 2 87.54 2.06 ns
Error 688 42.46

Table 5.15

Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnaire: Grade 1

Preschool Children Genter No-Program
Low N = 80 N = 36 N =8l
Enrichment M = 2047 M= 2103 M = 20.58
High N = 133 N = 47 N = 133
Enrichment M = 1880 M = 19.57 M = 1843
SOURCE df Mean Square F P -
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 24.51 J1 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 31294 9.12 p<.01
Interaction 2 4,30 0.10 ns
Error 504 34.30
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Table 5.16

Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnaire: Grade 2

Preschool Children Cenier No-Program
Ln'Af N =57 . N=22 N =15
Enrichment M = 2075 M= 2023 M = 1972
High N =8 N =38 N =g
Enrichment M = 20.30 M = 2111 M = 19.45
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 31.90 1.30 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 0.18 01 ns
Interaction 2 12.01 49 ns
Error 338 24.63

According to the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that in

terms of motivation, as measured by the Attitude to School Questionnaire:

1. The Preschool Program was probably more successful than the Chil-
dren’s Center Program in meeting this goal.

2. Enrichment appeared to be detrimental in maintaining student mo-
tivation for the kindergarten and first-grade students, and had no
effect in maintaining student motivation in the second grade.

Attendance. Tests for differences in attendance among Preschool, Chil-

dren’s Center, and No-Program children were significant only for kinder-
garten. (Preschool, M = 11.47; Children’s Center, M = 8.59; No-Program,
M = 10.51.) Multiple-comparison Newman-Keuls tests performed for the
kindergarten analysis revealed that the Children’s Center students had
significantly better attendance records tharr the Preschool Program and
No-Program children. No statistically significant differences were found
between Low Enrichment and High Enrichment children. At each grade
level, tests for interaction between Preschool experience and Enrichment
were also nonsignificant.

In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that for

motivation, as measured by attendance:

1. In kindergarten, the Children’s Center Program was definitely more
successful than the Preschool Program, while at grades one and two
the Preschool Program was probably more successful than the Chil-
dren’s Center Program in meeting this goal.

9. Enrichment had no effect on maintaining student motivation.
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Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade K

Preschool Children Center No-Program
Low N =13 N = 80 N = 130
Enrichment M= 1190 M = 761 M= 978
High N = 169 N =60 N =15
Enrichment M= 1113 M = 988 M = 1110
SOURCE df Mean Square F P
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 412.95 4.04 p<.05
. vs. No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 141.65 1.39 ns
interaction 2 128.2% 1.26 ns
Error 721 102.13
Newman-Keuls Multiple Comparison Test
Children Center < Preschooi
Children Center < No-Program
Table 5.18

Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade 1

Preschool Children Center No-Program
Low N =28 N =34 N =3
Enrichment M= 987 M = 7.5¢% M = 883
High N = 136 N =50 N = 138
Enrichment M= 827 M=1L1 M = 895
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Preschool vs.
Chitdren Center 2 11.33 13 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 58.96 65 ns
Interaction 2 23141 2.57 ns
Error 520 90.19
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Table 5.19

Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade 2

Preschool Children Center No-Program
Low N = 6] N=2 N = 62
Enrichment M = 687 M =450 M =684
High N = B8 N =137 N=28
Enrichment M = 593 M =757 M=738.
SOQURCE df Mean Square F ]
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 28.18 .58 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 56.02 115 ns
Interaction 2 96.40 1.98 ns
Error 353 47.18

Summary. Slightly differing conclusions must be drawn regarding the
comparison of the Preschool Program to the Children’s Center Program
in terms of improvement in motivation. With the exception of the attend-
ance measure at the kindergarten level, the Preschool Program was prob-
ably more successful in improving motivation. Enrichment at the elemen-
tary level either has no maintenance effect on the motivation or else
depresses it.

" Differences in Productivity

For this analysis, productivity was measured by the Student Productivity
Index {a reversed scale) at each grade level. In Tables 5.20 through 5.22
the results of this analysis are presented.

Student Productivity Index. No statistically significant differences in
productivity between Preschool, Children’s Center, and No-Program chil-
dren were produced. Comparisons between High Enrichment Programs
and Low Enrichment Programs at each grade level also produced no
significant results. Finally, tests for Preschool experience by Enrichment
interactions were nonsignificant.

In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, these results indicate that for
student productivity, as measured by the Student Productivity Index:

1. The Preschool Program was probably more successful than the Chil-

dren’s Center Program in meeting this goal.

2. Enrichment had no effect on maintaining student productwlty
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Table 5.20

Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade K

Preschool - Children Center No-Program
Low N = 137 N=T N =129
Enrichment M = 5023 M=4714 M= 4642
High ’ N = 167 N =15 N =172
Enrichment M = 53.16 M = 4996 M = 4758
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Preschool vs. .
Children Center 2 1201.55 134 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 839.65 0.93 ns
Interaction 2 50.94 0.06 ns
Error 135 899.2¢9

Table 5.21

Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade I

Preschool Chiidren Center No-Program
Low N =88 N =136 N =87
Enrichment M = 5343 M = 5136 M = 50.55
High N =135 N =51 N =139
Enrichment M = 48.09 M = 4759 M = 4884
SOURCE df Mean Square F P
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 67.64 .07 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 1384.11 1.51 ns
interaction 2 115.92 ’ 13 ns
Error 531 916.90
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Table 5.22

Analysis of Student Productivity Index: Grade 2

Preschool Children Center No-Program
Low N =63 N=2 N =64
Enrichment M = 48.32 M = 46483 M = 4456
High N =10l N=4A N =28
Enrichment M = 55.87 M= 41.22 M = 49.08
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Preschool vs.
Children Center 2 8049.71 1.02 ns
vs. No-Program
Low vs. High
Enrichment 1 1345.68 1.52 ns
Interaction 2 286.92 32 ns
Error 365 888.85

Summary. The Preschool children earned average productivity scores
that were higher, indicating less productivity, than the Children’s Center
children earned, but the differences were not significant. In terms of pro-
ductivity, it is therefore concluded that the Preschool Program was proba-
bly successful in effecting improvement and that enrichment at the ele-
mentary level had no effect on it.

Comparison Among Preschool Purposes

To compare performance, motivation, and productivity among students
in Preschools with differing purposes, a cne-way analysis of variance was
performed. The basic design for this analysis, presented in Figure 4.3,
is outlined in the previous chapter.

Differences in Performance

Two measures of performance were considered: the Entry Level Test
for first-grade students and the Cooperative Primary Test— Reading for
second-grade students. The results of this analysis for each measure are
presented in Tables 5.23 and 5.24.
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Table 5.23
Analysis of Entry Level Test: Grade 1
Sacial and Attitudes to

Preacademic Interactianal Skills School and Learning

N = 483 N =111 N = 130

M = 26.56 M = 2641 M = 26.8]
SOURCE df Mean Square F P
Purpose 2 5.06 A4 ns
Error 721 36.41

Entry Level Test. No statistically significant differences were found
between Preschools emphasizing Preacademic Skills, Socialization and
Interaction Skills, or Attitudes to School and Learning.

According to the evaluation hypothesis, this result suggests that Pre-
school Purpose did not influence students’ performance as measured by
the Entry Level Test.

Table 5.24
Analysis of Cooperative Primary Test—Reading: Grade 2
Social and Attitudes to
Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Learning
N =384 N =77 N =12
M =2177 M = 23.69 M= 2112
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Purpose 2 164.53 249 ns
Error 584 66.06

Cooperative Primary Test—Reading. No significant differences were
found among Preschools with differing purposes. In terms of the evaluation
hypothesis, this result suggests that Preschool Purpose does not influence
students’ performance as measured by the Cooperative Primary Test—
Reading.

Summary. Variations in the purposes of Preschools had no effect upon
later performance of their students.

Differences in Motivation

At each grade level, two measures of motivation were considered: The
_Attitude to School Questionnaire and attendance. The results of the analy-
ses are presented in Tables 5.25 through 5.27 for the Attitude fo School
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Questionnaire and in Tables 5.28 through 5.30 for attendance. In interpret-
ing the result of this latter analysis, it should be kept in mind that attend-
ance was measured on a reversed scale as percentage of a semester absent.
Consequently, a lower value represents a “better” score on this measure.

Table 5.25
Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnaire: Grade K
Social and Attitudes to
Preacademic Interactional Skills Scheol and Learning
N = 694 N =145 N =202
M = 20.05 M = 19.53 M = 20.37
SOURCE of Mean Square F P
Purpose 2 29.84 J0 ns
Error 1038 42.87
Table 5.26

Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnaire: Grade 1

Social and Attitudes to
Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Learning
N = 579 N =140 N =187
M =2040 M= 2071 M = 1958
SOURCE af Mean Square F p
Purpose 2 58.19 1.98 ns
Error 883 29.34
Table 5.27
Analysis of Attitude to School Questionnaire: Grade 2
Social and Attitudes to
Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Learning
N =413 N =98 N = 140
M= 2077 M= 2063 M = 2138
SOURCE df Mean Square F P
Purpose 2 2275 94 ns
Error 648 24.23
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Attitude to School Questionnaire. Comparison of student motivation

among Preschools with differing purposes revealed no significant dif-
ferences at each grade level. In terms of the evaluation hypothesis, this

result suggests that Preschool Purpose did not influence students’ motiva-

tion, as measured by the Attitude fto School Questionnaire.

Table 5.28

Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade X

Social and Attitudes to
Preatademic Intera:ﬁonal Skills School and Learning
N = 746 N =158 N = 220
M=1L74 M = 8.59 M = 9.86
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Purpose 2 802.84 8.46 p< 01
Error 1121 94.95

Newman-Keuls Multiple Comparison Test

Social and interactional skills << preacademic p < .01
Attitudes to school iearning < preacademic p < .05

Table 5.29

Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade 1

Social and Attitudes to
Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Learning
N = 807 N =147 N = 168
M =888 M =654 M=1921
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Purpose 2 364.66 495 p < .01
Error 919 73.68
Newman-Keuls Muitiple Comparison Test
Social and interactional skills < attitude p< 01

Attitudes to school learning < preacademic p < .05
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Table 5.3¢

Analysis of Percentage of Semester Absent: Grade 2

Social and Attitudes to
Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Learning
N =432 N = 98 N =150
M = 651 M = 538 M = 631
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Purpose 2 99.50 2.10 ns
Error ) 677 - 47.2%

Attendance. Tests for differences in attendance among Preschools with
differing purposes were significant at the kindergarten and first-grade
levels: In kindergarten, Preacademic Skills, M = 11.74, Social and Interac-
tion Skills, M = 8.59, and Attitudes to School and Learning, M = 9.86.
Multiple-comparison Newman-Keuls tests revealed that students in Pre-
schools emphasizing Attitudes to School and Learning had significantly
better attendance records than Preschools emphasizing Preacademic Skills:
In the first grade, Preacademic Skills, M = 8.88, Social and Interaction
Skills, M = 6.54; Attitudes to School and Learning, M = 9.21, Multiple-
compariscn Newman-Keuls tests revealed that students in Preschools em-
phasizing Social and Interaction $kills had significantly better attendance
records than students in Preschools emphasizing Preacademic Skills or
Attitudes to School and Learning. In terms of the evaluation hypothesis,
this result suggests that Preschools concentrating on Attitudes to School
and Learning or Social and Interaction Skills maintain better attendance
levels than Preschools emphasizing Preacademic Skills,

Summary. Preschools emphasizing Social and Interaction Skills graduat-
ed students who generally had fewer absences in elementary school, while
Preschools emphasizing Preacademic Skills graduated students who had
more absences,

Differences in Productivity

For this analysis, the Student Productivity Index (a reversed scale, with
a lower score “better” than a higher score) was used as the measure of
productivity at each grade level. The results of this analysis are presented
in Tables 5.31 through 5.33.

Student Productivity Index. No significant differences were found among
Preschools with differing purposes. In terms of the evaluation hypotheses,
this result suggests that Preschool Purpose does not influence students’
productivity as measured by the Student Productivity Index.
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Summary. Student productivity at the elementary level was not in-
fluenced by the purpose of the student’s Preschool.

Table 5.3

Analysis of School Productivity Index: Grade K

Social and Attitudes to

Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Learning

N =754 N =158 N =225

M = 5271 M = 5390 M = 50.00
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Purpose 2 859.50 1.02 ns
Error 1134 845.07

Table 5.32

Analysis of School Productivity Index: Grade 1

Social and Attitudes to

Preacademic Interactional Skilis School and Leaming

N = 615 N =15 N =175

M = 5150 M =519 M = 5481
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Purpose 2 751.00 .88 s
Error 937 856.40

Table 5.33

Analysis of School Productivity Index: Grade 2

Social and Attitudes to
Preacademic Interactional Skills School and Learning
N = 438 N =109 N = 150
M = 50.05 M = 50.53 M = 53.95
SOURCE df Mean Square F p
Purpose 2 862.50 .98 ns
Error 694 882.35
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Summary of Findings

Throughout this report of the evaluation study of California’s State
Preschool Program, a great deal of effort has been made to describe the
reasoning involved in the formulation of hypotheses, the selection of mea-
sures, and in the procedures used to find answers to the evaluation ques-
tions. CSE firmly believes its reasoning resulted in methods that were
effective in allowing any discernible effects of the Preschool Program to
be demonstrated, if such effects existed, and thought it worthwhile to
detail the logic behind those methods. It can be shown that whenever
decisions about matters of method or procedure had to be made that
might sway the evaluation findings in favor of the State Preschool Program
or against it, a decision to favor the Program was made. (CSE’s decisions
were based primarily upon the assumed disadvantage of the Preschool
children relative to children in the comparison groups. To the extent that
the reader disagrees with that assumption, his/her interpretation of the
evaluation findings will be less favorable toward the Preschool Program.)
Therefore, CSE’s inclination toward the Program must be kept in mind
as, by way of summary, each of the three evaluation questions from the
first section of the report of this study are repeated, and a summarized
finding is provided as an answer to each question.

Question One

Do children who previously experienced the State Preschool Program
for at least one year show significantly improved performance, mo-
tivation, and productivity in their subsequent elementary schools
when compared with children who have either experienced other
pre-school programs (like the Children’s Centers), or have not experi-
enced a traceable institutionalized pre-school program?

Based upon the evaluation comparisons summarized in the first two
rows of Table 5.34, CSE offers this evaluation answer:
Children who attended the State Preschool Program probably show

improved performance and motivation, but they probably do not
show improved productivity.

Question Two

Were the children’s performance, motivation, and productivity sig-
nificantly affected by the number of enrichment programs, both
federal and state, in their elementary schools?

Based upon the findings recorded in this chapter of the report, CSE
offers this evaluation answer:
Due to sampling based primarily on concerns of the Preschool evalu-

ation, it was not likely that this study obtained a representative
sample of elementary schools with varying enrichments {(and CSE



EVALUATICN FINDINGS

did not attempt to obtain such a sample). The inadequate sampling
may have caused the frequent finding that enrichment programs had
detrimental effects.

Question Three

Do children who experienced Preschools with differing purposes
show significantly improved performance, motivation, and produc-
tivity in their subsequent elementary schools when compared with
children who experienced any differing type of Preschool?

101

Based upon the evaluation comparisons summarized in the last row
of Table 5.34, CSE offers this evaluation answer:

According to the categories of Preschool purposes found by CSE,
no one type of Preschool produced elementary-level children who
exhibited consistently improved performance, motivation, or produe-

tivity.

TABLE 5.34

Summary of Evaluation Findings by Preschool Objectives

successful in meeting
each objective?

tional Skills Are
Semetimes More
Successful

EVALUATION OBJECTIVES OF THE STATE PRESCHOOL LEGISLATION
COMPARISONS Performance Motivation Productivity
Are the State .

Preschools successful Sometimes Probably .

in meeting each S.uccessﬁ.ll; Some- Probably Successful Definitely Not
objective when times Definitely Not Successful
compared with the Successful

No-Program group?

Are the State

Preschools successful

; t'

RE:::‘: : iﬁtih Probably More Sometimes Probably | Probably More
compared to the Successful More Successful Successful
Children's Centers

and the No-Program

group?

Is any one of the Attitude to School

State Preschool No One More and_ Leaming and No One More
Purposes more Successful Social and Interac- | gyccessful
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