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o  INTRODUCTION .-, . < -
. e L ey e
o N i v . ., .“ ) e
'Backgrodnd‘ N ’ o ,' //- T

= 00° e | v H | ‘ // \

There is widespread agreement and evidence ‘that early _
intervention and appropriate stimulation of children with = #
mental retirdation, sensory disabilities, and/ir develop-
mental lags result in impfoved “functioning.. The probability
of 'difficult -to-reverse'. gaps occurring in their cognitive,
motor, and affective development is also believed to be

- minimized (Bruner, 197.0; de Lorenzo, 1966; Heber & Garber,
1975; Klaus & -Gray, 1969; Shearer, 1975). . :

. .~ The 70%'s have been charactérized by a "normalization"
movement which encourages maintaining children with identi-
- fiable disabilities in the thomé and community and, if at
all possible;  to avoid hospiﬁ?lization. S
- ¥t . :
'l This point of viewﬁwaé%@nderscored'by the early studies
of Skoda and'Skeels,(1%&9),aﬁd1dn'the last decade by Skeels
. (1966) ,- the President'siPanel'on Mental Retardation (1969),
and the Los Angeles County Mental Retardatipn Joint Agencies

- 'Board (1970). - | -

1 Y

g .- . . ) .

' The expansion of infant development and preschool pro-
.grams has been given impetus by both Federal and State grants
and, in ‘some cases, legislation. Many school districts have
established ancillary programs for children three and four
years of age, while othérs have studied the feasibility of
estgblishing such programs as part of the regular public
scﬂ%ol system. ' S, ‘ Lt

The trend to keep oﬁgldfenvwith disabilities in the
community raised the problem of training personnel to staff
the developing integrated programs. Over the past decades,
the major approach to providing services for children with
disabilities has been.the proliferation of special, segre-
gated programs (Kirk, 1962). As a result of the focusslon
the specialization of programs, -training of personnel and
professional experience had become concomitantLy narrow.

* The parochial direction which the training of persorinel

. followed discouraged many talented young people from becom-
ing involved with the mentally-retarded. Further, the

. changing employment situation reduced job opportunities for

teachers, thereby a@ding to the uncertainty of following .
‘narrow, specialized ‘training programs. In addition, ‘there
was a growing body of data that brought into question some
of the practices current in special education.
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Tho'wuf‘ﬁpf Gardner (1966)'and Kirk-(1964) indicated
g lasses do not yigld more positive oulcomes

that speclal lghkas:
for e¢ither adgadeémic or social/adjustment factors than do

the regular grades: Saunder{ (1971) did not observe be- _
havioral contlagion when emogtionally disturbed children -~

" were placed ina regular ¢lassroom. Although arguments
- in:favor of the segregatgd classroom stress that the re- \

tardates' social status/in the regular”class is low ’
(Johnson, 1962, Jordaw, 1959), Rucker, et-al. :(1969) in-

" dicated that |thée retardate .is seemingly.unﬁwate of ‘his lower

status in theg regular class. Goodman, et -al. {1971) con-
¢luded that tlhe so¢ial rejection of educable mentally
retarded (EMR) children, whether placed in an integrated

“or segregated cldss, is significantly .greater than normadl

children. Good an's results also ‘indicated that younger '

“»children are rée accepting of others than older children.,

Gampel et al. (1974) fouhd "that four mdnths after

.'tpe school “year began the integrated EMR children behaved

‘digabilities is found in the pa

.more simi:larly to nonlabeled EMR children than to their

segregated peers''. (p. 16) S
/ - .

: R
unn (1968, 1970) recommendéd an end to the isolation
egregation of children with handicaps. ' He further call-
or the establishment of new pyograms that would provide
the -special needs of children through clinical education.
istopolos (1973) Fmphatically endorsed the multi-ability
grouping of childreA. o ‘

. : TS

, It was suggested that when children with diggbilities
are integrated in small numbers into well-designe regular
preschool programs, they will tend to be perceived as more
like than unlike ‘their peers (Mercer, 1970).

N B .- . - s ’
More recent support for the integratiqn of children with

Hunt (1974), Rapier (1972), an

of studies is found in Gleckner" s®

973) publication "Inte-

grating Handicapped Children into Rggular Classrooms'.

The growingqnational endorsement of the integration of
children with disabilities into regular rather than’ segregated
cliasses was given momentum by ¢ivil rights litigation,e.g.,
Diana V. Board of Education, Civil Action No. C-70-37, N.D.

“Cal. 1970 (Kirp, et al. 1974) and the passage in 1972 of Public

Law 92424 which required that chilliren with handicaps con-
stitute 10% of the enrollment in, Head Start programs. In
California, the Master Plap for Special Education proposed
a significant decrease in the number of differential diagnos-
tic categories and encouraged the increased transition of
children with dJdisabilities from special tc regular education
programs. - : - ' ) » '

)
. i . o
" o fiey - : .
! >
) f

—
r
-
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s of Bradfield, et al. (1973);
Unger (1968). A compilation -
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Overview of Project

. - L
. ) ) ) . . W N . . \ . ) ) . .> y
8, !

1t should he noted that. training for preschool teachers

’ many universities has been traditipnally under the um- - g
fella of the Home Economics Departments, whereds training- ,
‘or ‘eleméptary and secondary teachers is found in the Ed- e

"ucation Pepartments. Until May 1970 no specific educational

qualifications- weref-negded to teach im\private licensed

: preschools in California. In 1970, private preschool teachers
‘were required to obtain 12 units of college preparation

within six years. Educational requirements were higher in
tax supported Children's Centers, but still below that needed
by teachers at the elementary and secondary levels. = . N\

P . ‘

’ - _ /
The project "Careers in Integrated Early Childhood’
Programs' was initiated in September, 1971 at California
State University, Northridge, Preschool Laboratory of the
Home Economics Department. The purpdse of this project was
the specification of competencies required to staff early #
childhood programs- integrating children with disabilities . '
and to train personnel competent to staff both public and <
private integrated preschools. The term "integrated" used
in this project refers to the iffelusion in regular preschool
classes of children with mental retardatign, sensory dis-
abilities, and/or’developmental'lags from ‘various racial,
ethnic, and socioeconomic' backgrounds. «THe duration of ‘the
project was four years, from September 1971 to August 1975.
The project was funded by the Department of Health, Educa-
‘tion and Welfare, Social Rehabilitation Service, Rehablili- ’
tation Services Administration. ! <.
' The funds allocated to partially support this project
over a four year period were $223,640: A summary of the
'?ﬁﬁfviduals" directly and indirectly affected by -the project
ollow:

a) Individuals trained , 4 44 .
b)- Children funded | Ny o .
K o) Studeﬁt.Aides B T 95 ‘
" . d) University sﬁud%nts'-observationé. ’44,968 hoé?&:u
.e) Ofﬁ-cémpus'visitoré‘/ " gé , 2!3§?lhours J
f) Professionals receiving materials 1,773

g) Publicativhs o 1,195 celumn
~ (professipnal and non-prof@@sional) .inches

.

1 4

3 w;féf,h
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Project-ijeCtivéé'

t | -~ . - . . }

‘The contracted objeétives of ‘the prjeCt'follow:
/ 1. Establish and develop new career positions for R
. -studéntg_whdge terminal degree would be baccalaureate or :
% masters. Provide letters of completion of training for
f integrated preschool bositions as follows: ) c

a) éiinical,Di}e&%or

"b) Developmental H%?d_Teach?r

——

) o S t . .
c) Developmental Assistant Teacher

. nl
. " d) Student Aide. S /\’f\
! > LW : , : S °

The core” training program would provide knowlnge and
competency in: . o
. - ) . - e ) —m. )

a) understanding-differences in the growth ahd
development of preschool children in cognitive, motor, and
affective domains : o :

" \ o S A : _
/ b) employing standardized measures, and designing -
clinical instruments for assessing pres and post-intervention
behaviors oL v - 7

‘ ’ c) constructing behavioral obj?cpives for groups
and .individual children ) . :

d) brescribiﬁg appropriate learning opportunities
for groups and individual children : B

v
A

- e) changing prescriptions based on systematic
assessment : S -
! ' .

¢

g) maintaining adaquate records
‘ _ h) budgeting and purchésing'parsimoniously for
theprogram ' : ' '
. b ) . :
. i) conducting parent conferences and involving
parents in the program - -

j) interpreting the goals of the program to the
on- and off-campus community, ’ ’

- o - - Ly



T ’ . / . - ) ,' . *f
, 'II. Extend and utzlizesexiSting on-and off-campus
resources in the -training for the new, careers to:

z / _
}

. , ' - a) enrich séaining-throuﬁh'utilization-of va ioqé .
: department ,faculties‘and resources . 2

_ b) rovidé field experiencéswto on-and off-campus
- day care centers, private and public preschools, d clinics
. " - . . . ’ \
' . c) tilize the on-campus multi-medianﬁhdio visual
depgytmehtg ' S ’ /

. , ) / . .
-IIT, Promoté¢ positive altepting at;itudes/in;univérsity
students (who will be entering various professions) toward the
mentally retarded and children with developmental lags in non-

. segregated programs. g ER
\ ' . . X .
IR IV. Cbnduft in-service training programs. for resident
~.staff, -public and private preschool teachers, and administrators.

. . / ; - . - , - . -
' v, Démonstrate the use of methods for insuring on-going
‘ppen communication between school, ‘home, and commynity. . .
Vo : T v g

Eﬁé'Setqingt5

/
b,
o .,
:'r .cv*“
&\
S e .
O ~ The physical facilities included two remodeled ‘homes
l ., with adjacent play yards, bathrooms, storage facilities,
/ kitchen, and office space. Each classroom had sqund-equipped
' observation booths (with one-way mirrors) and seating capac-
o+ ities.ranging from 15 to 25 adults. Ther®e was a”classroom
, in one building which measured approximately 40' x 23' ex-
clusive of storage areds. In the second building there were
two adjoining classrooms, one of approximately 40' x 23,
’ /. . 5 =
e | 14 \
o o ; : '

ERIC

Aruntoxt provided by Eic:




. manipulative ,toy

and an additional "L" shaped room which measured 13' x
16' x 20'. The robms were equipped with scaled-down tables,
chairs, bookshelves, cubbyholes, and counter space. There
was a rich variaty of indoor equipment including blocks,

e§§ art materials, musical instruments (a piano
in one-room), books, records) phonographs and a housekeeping.
corner. Each classroom accommodated 18 children )

The outdoor play areas consisted of one acre of com-

pletely fenced flat land containing many shade trees. The

areas were divided into black-topped tricycle and wheel toy .,
paths,, grassy areas, and some covered spaces. Outdoor equip- -
ment included swings, climbing towers and bars, a treehouse,

~barrels, ladders, walking boards, wheel toys, hollow blocks,

‘outdoor easels, sand boxes, a fenced animal yard, and a vege-

-

‘through th

table garden.

¢

Children

Ak . -
L - ‘;ﬁ 3
K/, o

vTh:\QZiversity Preschool Labg atory was integrated
enrollment of 12 children with disabilities,

(Table 1 ), including mental retirdation, deafness mild
cerebral palsy, and developmental lags, into the "normal
population. The tot4l enrollment' in 1971-72 was 52 children,
ranging in age from approximately three to five. 1In 1973- 75
the enrollment was increased to 72. The level of intellectual
functioning ranged.from untestable to gifted. The majority
of children were middle class, caucasian, with. average -or

- above average intelligence.

} : . L}
3 . ) .
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Table 1 - . .

\ ) N - L

A}

‘Description of Children with Disabilities 1971-75 B

Disabilifz: ‘ I §g§:

‘. Blindness . . 1 “BOQZ o 28
Cerebral Palsy ' 3 Girl . E , 16
Deafness, Hard of Hearing "x3"' 44
Developmental Lag\* o Race and Ethnic Group:

Down's Syndrome’ - 6 L .
. Black : 4
Economic Disadvantage - 9 ,
. . ' Caucasian 29
Emotional. Problem -3 . : e
= "Chicano ‘ .7
General Mental Retardation 11 . . '
T g ‘ Amerigan Indian 3
Speech Deficit ’ 3 : ;
T o Oriental : 1
" 44 44
CoE

An average of 12 children with disabilitieés were enrolled '
in the preschool each year. Since some children remained in ‘

. the program two or more years, the total for the four years ..
Y was 44, ' : .
¢ Classroom Organization
\ During the project, class organization was changed from

‘homogeneous to heterogeneous age groupingsin February 1974. v
Class size was increased from 16 to 18 children in September .
'1974. Each .class included three children with disabilities.
The tlassrooms were supervised by a Developmental Head  Teacher,
‘tWoADevelopmen;al Assistant Teachers, and one or more Student -
Aldes. ¢ Table 2) : : :

.

Y

. | 7 |
) .I’-s{)




Table 2

] ‘-

Classroeq Stéffing and.Participatlon Pattern 1971-%5'

i , - ' Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall . Spring Fall |
3 , + 1971 1972 1972 1973 1973 1974 1974
. S
Developmental '
Head Teachers 7% 4x 4*x 5 4% 4% 2%% 2%%
CSUN Funded -
Developmental -
i Assistagt Teachers. 3 2 - .
o CSUN Course Credit K
; Developmental ‘ o | . . . _
Assistant‘TéachegP - 4 4 4 2 5
. DHEW Developmental - : ,
Assistant Teachers 4 4 5 5 9 5 5
Student Aides .
HE 431 L ) S
. (one unit each) 11 b o3 21 . 28 54 38 42
€39 ) o . '
2 Training periods varied from one 0 two semesters. )
. *half time . ** full time  Aull others - half time or less. -
s _ - y _ ok, .

E2 - ' Qqu
- ) -
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Table- 2
+ Classroom Staffing_and Participation Pattern 1971-75
Fall ' . Spring Fall Spring, Fall . Spring Fall Spring
1971 1972 1972 1973 1973 11974 - 1974 1975
) | ] o /' / )
4% 4% ¢ 4* 4 4 L 2%k 2%k% L 2%%
' A /4 G
rs » -‘3 / 2 ] \\
-~ !
it ' ;
rs - 4 4 4 2 5 7
al ' | ‘
rs 4 4 5 ¢ 5 5 5 5 5
% [
11- 34 21 28 54 38 - 42 471 SRS

.

2 ' _ <
riods varied from one to two semesters. . )
** full time all others - half time or less., ~ | .
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-were” held: Lhrc four, and five days per week.  In 1974, the -

12:30 P:iM, to 3 P.M.
'N'Thé”Staff } - - rlb IR f,‘4 >

and Project staff: R ;

ENY

)

. . Y . . . '
J lhc beginning of the project, the half-day sessions

schodulc wis chanyed to three or five one- halfxday sessions A
per week, allow1ng an additional afternoen.for -staff in-. - . =
service meetings and adjunct activities. Cnildren attended-
two and one- ha%f hour sessions from 9 A.M. to»l}:30 A.M. or-

) K\ -

"
//

The follow1ng pos1tibns const1tuted the PreSChool Laboratory

- . -
e -

Preschool Laboratory Dirgector fﬁémbér'of tﬁéfﬂome
' N Economic$ Depattment
- Fdculty, administered:the
., preschool in consultation
. , - with chairperson and o
- e - child developmensa{aculty'
- of the.Home Econ '
Department.

Project Director : member -of the Home
= ' Ecomomics Department )
o Faculty, administered the--""
- - - , : Departmen& of Health,
‘ . - , v ~ Education and Welfare
. . 1 gly_)*”-v“grant and?gther preschool
o ; _ et - laboratorysresearch in _
a - L S .cooperation with ‘other .
SR St listed department staff.
o PrOJect Co D1rector N chairperson of Home .
- : . - Economics Department, provid-
| ) - . ~ . ed leadership to total
\ . : preschool staff and respons-
' ible for project's
statistical analyses
Project Clinical Director project staff position -
‘ “implemented prpject objec-
: _ tives under direction of-
N prOJect directors; prov1ded
- o day to day supervision of
" - ;¥ project training activities;
.- ' collected and assigted
in analysis of data
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ORGANIZATION CHART 1975
. " School .
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- Communicat ions
7 and Lt
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s N )
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Class A " Class D - Class B Class C
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. J/ e e T
] Children * Children Children - Chi}dren
, Parents I;arcnts Parents Parents
) Service, Area,
Lepend:
; HECD: . Home Economics Child Development
7 MEM Projéct .
: 10 _
Q Designoed by A, Clark
lec 6/75 o't . ‘




. . . .

" Developmental Head Teachers . §§egial congultant .

o o ..o positions, responsible o
. " = - . for . the propgram and.children

- o T - . : in a particular classwohm¢¢~VJf?
' L e ' -+ -Supervised the Uudve itfe';
: o : ; students;assiffned ta§hat
“ : «  -classroom.. ST

. .
. e . ’ .
. ‘. . ,
- . : *
. i A -
. . ‘ ! . . . ‘ .

+ . A , "

v .. f K L - «7 . . ) .
. + Developmentjl Assistant Teachers . University’students
0 e T (trainees) .assigred tp particular

T ' : . . '_class,for training purposes. - .

- - - ' : ' . v ..  Some trainees received . .

- , o . - project grant stipends .
v o - . .. *and others university
' ' scourse ‘credit. -

t

' .Student Aides , ' . 'University‘stddents
T - B . assigned to a particular.
R . t C . preschool dlagg from four"
Vo : ; ' a to -eight hours per week
A _ : - ag' part of-a laboratory
e ) @ S attached to a uniiversity
* . course. ' ' N

| [} '. “ % ,
' Sce Fiypure 1 for Orpanmization Chart ) o : .- Y N
.- e C . X : oo
. . . » R )

‘. Philosophy of Préschéol Laboratory T ' N .

\ A
. v

o .Kltﬁgug;~brpponents-of a particular” philosophy will
: argué the point, no one philosophy or method of teaching pre-
school children or human beings in general has been recognized
or 'identified as the most reliable, wdrthwhiie, and effective
course to follow. Thus the '‘Preschool Laboratory at California
“State University, Northridge, K pursues an eclectic course which |
.draws 'from the philosophies, theories, and methodologies of ¢
- Bruner (1970), Dewey (1940), Fernald 1(1943), Froebel (1899x;
‘o "Kaganl[(1971), Montessori (1914), Rousseau (1962), Skinner (1971),
Piaget, (1969), and its own creative staf f and students.

The complex and:dynnmic interactions between environmental
. and maturational variables are wmecognizcd in viewing the child's

-+ evolving-growth and. development. The staff attempts Lo desipn
a program gearcd to' respecting, understanding,. and nurturing’ -
! _ the 1ndividual child's unique combination of abilities. ,The
program provides an environment in which the ¢hild may pursuc .-

his/her own itterests within a framework of socially.acceptable’
~ behaviors.  Parent involvement in the program is recognized as
» a key factor in helping the ‘children progress.. ' T

L]

.

‘

. . . 11 . 0w i _ .
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<- ; .' @ s~ N 1'.; « ¥ ”v‘ . L ot - _'
k] i ’ .. '\'W- .—.b ' ‘- - “ I. ’ ;’l" ( .
. T : - v N } P -
., LT teals for o k\(» chi ]4lr( ‘nwere (|H‘(‘LH.‘(| lmy-f/f onhunmnp the
T . deve I‘npnu:nl of g : C ..
. h * * ! 7 . - 0
o * "t . a) -a pn' itiye self- c,onctp( A 4 - R )
‘ - ’ ! ’ T e LAV
b) socinli/ation t/‘A S " ‘ Lo
% .. N QC) cur1091ty b ‘ : L e
d)‘ explorgtory behavior - ;f " v '
) A e) proKlem solving = : e Co Lo
N . b b ' RN ’ a -
oy . ) f) . creative expression .
X ‘ ) ' I o . ‘ 'l. ) . s . s '
S £) cognitive concepts L - . P ‘
o ° - . , . = ' . ) ’ s ¢ g
' : . h) expressive and.receptive language '
: ‘ : . Yo - : . .
. .. 1) sensory awarcness o ' » '
- . . . . . ] e . . . .
g ' j) “ gross and fine motor control. ' !
. v Valucs anluded S ’ Q“’ . !
o - a) ntgituacs wh1ch roflect rcqpcct for the worth of
& . ach Chlld regardlosq of nhility, dis'billty.'color or ‘creed
2 R : " b) openness,to change' ' 7“; ) g %
: ' ' e) acceptance of oonstructive suggestions
. | ) ~d) “facilitation of .warm and open relationships..
v ; . f‘ Ve o ) . - [
N .. -(See Appendix A "What"s In A Label”.) A B S
:’ - ' ’ " . » : . ) e
o Organlzationiof Report - . : ’ '
- The project objectives have been subsumed upder the follow-
ing major implementation Areas in nrder to improve the orgaﬁizatlon
of .the report : " RS ¥
_ _ Chapter I. Introduction )
i Chapter 11 Selection Process | o o .
- R < . Lo | '
Chapter III Development of a Teacher Assessment, Profile
1 . s 9 . * . . :
\\\\ql‘ Chaptér 1V Didactic Modulé o - B
Y - . ' 1 / .: -
‘ . 4 ’ - p
. ~
(Y41 L}




trained.
""childhood programs.
ing of teachers of young children and, in particular, integrat-

‘of career preparation.

. ;a' . . , . N P . .:: o
- A » ot o
, ) - o W . \ s
7 N a » .
. 2
Chapter V Pract icum Module
. ” -

Chapter?Vi‘ Attitudes toward Individuals with Disabilitics
fﬁghaptqr4VII Dissemination. B !

Chaptef:V;iI Evaluation of the Project « - ,w.ﬂ.; ‘///

] . ) AT SN

The grant has made us look at how preschool teachers are

"1t has ‘also enabled us to begin to spell out the
competencties and training components required to develop the
knowledge, .skills, and attitudes needed in integrated early
¢Adhitionglly,“the‘p‘rojéctlle'd-to‘~a“‘close .
examination of the didactic material offered university students.
When-one looks for models of definable sequences for the train- .
ed programs, ‘one enters virgin territory. We attempted to explore
this territory and to document a workableqanq effective pattern -

. . . . «
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.Chapter II

' S ‘ . ' .
~7+ . SELECTION PROCESS ®~ .

. /. . . b
’ . - .

\' Projeet S : ' o s R,
N\ Obiéctlve I. Establlsh and develop new career positions for

Sy students whose -terminal . degree would bg the
/ : baccalaureate or masters. Provide letters of
S completion’ of trainifg,for 1ntegrated preschool .
e// , pos1t10ns ‘as follows"” \ '
' - V4
S ' T a) C11n1ca1 D1rector

b) Developmental Head Teacher
“c) Developmenfsl Ass1stant Teacher

d) Student Aide

PRI

" Introduction ,v"' Who is a Good Teacher?

educators as ‘to the characteristics of a good teac , the
difficulties inherent in designing a competency- based training
program for teachers of young children in integrated settlngs K
are evident. The Child Development Consortium (1974),
the introductory statements to their propose Assessment System
stated, ":Zr can we throw up our hands, and/say that so little

t

Since there is a lack of unanimity among prei;zsi%nal
T

is knovm that to attempt to define compete ce is impossiblc;

that there are no ways at all to recognize good classrcom per-
formance, and that no specific desirable /characteristics can or
should be identified. We do know something about teacher per-
formance ghd we can identify some chargcteristics which are .
likely *to be more productive than others. We have a responsibil-
ity to define these competencies and/to expect 'such performarice -
of . those who are working with young chlldren " (ﬁp 2, 3) '

"an attempt to define a h1erarchlca1
the competenc1es involved at each level.




_ . | T
It was postulated that the trainee would bepin at level

one (Student Alde), and move on to level two (Developmental
Assistant Teacher), then po on to loével three (Developmental |

Head Teacher), and possibly to level four (Clinical<DirecL9r).

‘ ) : ) b . 4
. + ¢. The terms Clinical Director, Developmental Head Teacher,

' Developmental Assistant Teacher, and Dévelopmental Student ‘
Aide were used in the project to designate a new breed of teachers
who would possess (at different levels) the generic knowledge, '
skills, and attitudes needed to. transact .with the varying abili-
ties and disabilitiés 'found in young children in a single class-
room.. These teachers would focus on the child's abilities re- - -
gardless of. the child's label. e ' ‘

- The ‘atterpt to match the individual's'profile of entry
abilities with the competencies described at a specific job:
level was unsuccéssful. For-example, a Btudent Aide might -
possess- competencies assigned to a higher level, or a Head
Teacher might ldack some skills designated for a lower level.

- Thus the formalistig position hierarchy was abandoned after

- the entry level of competencies of the individuals selected for

: training was assessed. Inst&ad of position levels, a single
generic competency model was developed in the.'"Careers' project.
The competencies included in the model were thpse abilities .
frequently noted in the teacher training literature:. (Dobson,

1972; Ryans, 1960) -and those ‘which have become part of on-going ' -

university training programs. In addition, input was sought
from experienced teachers, administrators of nursery schools,
psychologists, and leaders in other disciplines as to the teacher
characteristics they deemed importantgto successful teaching in
an integrated setting: Information f:garding teacher compe-
tencies was also sought from the parents of the preschoolers.
These sources formed the basis for the development of the
- .Teacher Assessment Profile and in particular the Developmental

. " Teacher Competency Checklist which delineated the generic com-

"~ _petencies to be achieved by the trainees involved in the project.

[N = - -

.
-

3.

2 .~ Just. as we expect teachers to’'individualize instruction

% for ‘the children in their classes, the basic philosophic tenet
k of the project competency model was the recognition that in-
dividuals enter a career training program with differing levels
9 - of knowledge, skills, and attitudes..- Thus, the individual

’ differences in the trainees' entry competencies were a major in-
fluence in the design of the training program. ' -

sV - -

w

Strategy 2.0 ZRecruftment and Selection of Candidateés.

The question as“to~whd should be selected to enter a
. career in early childhood teaching is fraught with conjecture,
_ since standardized tésts and other measures predictive of
3 "1 . . . . . .4 .

.
E ..




- teaching success are inadequate. Studies completed ovér a Co g
decade ago which are still appropriate pointed out the 'in- : -
adequacy of career screening measures. Michaelis [ (1954) )
concluded: "None of the scales inc¢luded in the Minnesota o
Multiphasic .Personality Inventory‘(MMPI)...were found to ' -

have a significant relation to ratel success of university o .
gwWaduate students enrolled in ‘elementary school student - :
teaching (p. %473) "...There is need for a theoretical

analysis o6f teacher personality.'(p. 477) . Oelke (1956)

found no. relationship between Minnesota Teacher Attitude

Inventory scores of 44 senior student teachers and the rat- °
ings given them by their head teaghers. ‘A complete discussion
of "The Teacher's Personality and Characteristics" is covered
by Gage (1963). The findings of this project relating to the
identification of objective and parsimonious candidate screen-
ing instruments are discussed in Strategy 4.0 of this chapter.

4

2.1 Developmént of a Screening Procedure’
Co »~Thevrecfuitmept of four or'fivé‘Develop; _ »
mental Assistants who were to be paid a stipend and four to S
receive university credit was publicized through contacting:

‘field .of nursery education - _ : .

/

t a)1 teachers. at Junior Colleges in the = . _ /

N i /, b) staff of the Guadaiupe'Céntéf in
Canoga Park : o _ ©

o ‘ ¢) Child Development majors at California o
State University, Northridge; and by: s . ) SR
’ . d)Y telephone calls tp faculty, in various
departments y : L . ’

) ) - . - e) posting and reading memoranda to unij - :
versity classes, at CSUN.in ‘the department of: Chicaho Studies;- S .
‘Pan-African Studies; Home Economies; Education; Recreatiom; . . * =

, Music; and Psychplogy -~ = -~ g : ' i
. T a ’(‘ . . . * )
. - " f) notices piaced in the,university's
Ty daily_newspapgr. o T ‘ )
" 2.2 Qualifications for Position ., - ,
. The requirements necessary to apply for b }

the bé&eloﬁﬁental Assistant Teacher position-includedy ™
®. « . ~a) completion of the course: 'Child . P ]'
Grﬁ%th and Devélopment" ' / ) ' .

T ' S : AR

-




'b) one semestér .of part1c1patlon in the
Preschool Laboratory or othér direct experience with preschodl
ch11dren s B e

- c). demonstratlon of interest 3 working
with - young children®with d1sab111t1es as -shown by coursework
U ~and/or experlence :

-

. | d) -a major in Child Development, Home
' ~Economic’s, Psychology, Education or a similar area °
i e) a professibndl goal of preschool teach-

1ng, early childhood, or a related field

% . o f) f1nanc1al need and/or représentatlve
of ethnlc and rac1al m1nor1t1es

LI .

2.3 Informal;éppllcatlon Proé%ss "},

v

- Durlng the first year of the prOJect (197L),v
“the selcctlon process_was ‘informal as no testing or spec1a11y
des1gned interview procedures had been developed

.

o

The follpw1ng year there were more appllcantsf‘

than pos1t10ns and the need for a more obJectlve .screening pro-:.
. - cess became évident. The.four, grant positions were increased to-
“ % _ five in 1973. In the hope of f1nd1ng a way of insuring greater
' reliability in the selection prbcess, methods were sought that .
would s1gn1f1cantly pred1ct teach1ng success. - .

“ L]
B

vey-'of obher campus departments ifvolv-
o ed in career developmenf;was instituted in- the effort to 1mprbye
R the project's procedurés for the screening and selection of -
,candidates. The three departments interviewed were Communlcative
. . Disorders, Home. Economics (Seconidary Education Area) and Physical
.«  Therapy.- The: ?hys1ca1 Therapy Department had the most rigorous
: 5 selection process of -thogse evaluated.. Some of their procedures
S were then incorporated .inta a revised candidate screening format
B The procedural changes were implemented_in the‘@electlon of
' candidates for the 1973- 74 grant(perlod and contlnued 1n'l974 75.

.
ce, S v N .
L AN [ . : . e LA

2.4 Formal Applidation Process

v

“ . l - The candldate's lection process (Figure 2)
that evolved cons1sted of : J Qﬁ

-

- )

- o a) submissLon -of a wrltten report by the
. Hgad Teacher evaluating the candidate's -previous participation
, in the Preschool Laboratpry or a community’ preschool as a
Lt L, student a1de g, ) . _ o ¢
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PO RECREATION MUSIC  HEALTH SCIENCES EDUCATION
5 g mesnmms ‘PAN-AFRICAN STUDIES CHICANO STUDIES -
‘ / . ' —~ f-bh ‘ - |
’ TGN p ’ - , pppa— 3 |

" |apeurcarton: .| | HEAD TRAGER'S EVALWATION | | TWO LETTERS OF
N AS STUDENT AIDE OR EVALUATION |- RECOMMENDATION
| HarD VRITTEN STATE-| | FROM SIMILAR EXPERTENCE,

P ' L . \

. [INTERVIEW WITH PRESCHOOL DIRECTOR
yd 4 |

R oy INTERVIEW WITH CLINICAL DIRECTOR

.

. 'l ) . v
" ) [\ . -

, B FINAL SCREENING COMMITTEE INTERVIEW:

| W DIRECIOR ~ PROJECT DIRECIOR  CLINICAL DIRECTOR
FORMER TRATNEE TWO HEAD TEACHERS TWO CHILD DEVELOPMENT FACULTY MEMBERS

| . . ) R T B m
‘ /" . SELECTION . J :
| 19 :




b) the filing of an application including
a complete listing ‘of education, experiencé, and two letters
- of recommendation (Appendix B) _ : '

¢) a handwritten statement describin% how
the candidate became interested in Child Development, includ

. ing his/her. feelings about working with young children and
future career goals. ,

/ -. v

/ 2.4.1 . Interviews

7% T ’é’«:‘;"é , o oo . ) ) "
/r’/ * ] ; T

¢ : ‘ N
: The initial interview appointménts were
arranged "after the filing of the application: one with the
Preschool Director and another with the Clinical Director. A -
final ,interview with the candidate and a screening ccrmittee
consigting of the Project Director, Preschool Director, Clini-

' . ‘cal Dinfector, two additional members of ' the Home Economics
Departmgnt - Child Development Faculty, and the two Head Teachers
was conyened. During the last year of the project, a former
trainee Jwas added to the committee. In_the committee interv1ew
session] questions were directed toward “tdpping the candidates
underlying feelings about young children and integrating child-
ren wit aridicaps, emotional stability, self-concept, under-

' standing$of existing employment opportunities. and working con-

) "~ ditions, future professional goals, and willingness ''to go the

extra mile" during their training and future employment. Each

member of the committee made independent ratings of the candidate
which were then tallied and discussed to arrive at a final deci-.
sion. Notifications were sent to the candidates selected for

training ,

A sample of the questions asked of the
candidates at the final interview follows:

. /} X .
P ) R . [N

2‘0'1 '




. - . a) What is your philosophy concerhing“
nursery schools? ‘ ’ | L s
_ b) What do you feel you have to offer in
this field? - - : ‘ o S
' 4
) How do you feel abBout the integration
of - children with disabilities? ' -

d) What experienceé have you had with pre-
'school age and/or young ch11dren w1th handicaps?

e) Are you experienc1ng any special prob-
lems in your social personal ox, family life at this time?
£)  Are you aware of the paper work attach-
ed to becoming a teacher and .that associated w1th the grant in
particular? . . S . R

/ L
s
-

~

g) Do you know what salaries are paid
‘preschool teachers? ° R

.

h) What questions would you like to ask?
' 3

Strategy 3.0 A '"Hands On" Preservice Reality Experience

r

reliability of the screening procdss, the 1973 Summer Session
of the Preschool was used as a trilal period for new trainees
who had little or no experience with preschool  children. The
trial period was organized to replicate a successful session
-candidate screening mogdel used at Callfornia State University,
Fullerton, for selecting student téachers to work with moder-
ately mentally retarded children (Templeton 1969-71.) Involve-

In the continuing search foribrocedhresto.increase the

. ~ ment in the California State University, Northridge, Presdéhool’

Summer Session allowed potentially capable candidatés from
minority racial and ethnitc groups who expressed & desire to
work with preschoolers and who did not meet the selection crite- -
rion of previous experiencc with preschool age children t¢ have

a - "hands on" ‘reality experlence before committing themselVes to.
a career in the field. ) o :

~

Evaluatlon of Preservice Reality Experlencef

. Similar to Templeton flndléia the provision of a rea11ty
experience in this project helped some students decide that they
did not want to pursue preschool teaching as.a career. For v
others it confirmed their enthusiasm and affinity for worklng '
with young children in an integrated settlng .- .

21 g B ' ‘, P
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- . - o L - ., . e . g AW . .
It also provided the s¥aff -with ‘the épportunity to dbserve
the candidates at first hand over a period of several weeks. s
Both -candidates and staff felt. the summer school oppottunity to
be most worthwhile in contributing to.the selectjon of trainees e
" "and/or a decision to ‘continue in the field. It is hoped thgt ',¥
Institutions training for -careers in eayly .¢hildhood integrated,
‘Programs can provide reality experiences early in the selection
Process so that students will have a realistic frame of reference

7 "

~to use in helping them make a career decision which will most

-

. closely match their interests’ and yakén;s. ’ | N '
Strategy. 4-. 0 'SfandarQizéd’Tesbing -'Attemﬁés'to,increaSe the~ -
' ' reliabilzfy of the selection process.

The first year t
trainees was 1973-74 The purpose was to find a measure or .
" measures which would predict success in teaching in integrated -
preschools. The standardized tests chosen are widely used in
career counseling/ ' The Edwards: Personal Preference Schedule
(1953), the Stro g Vocational Interest Test (1966), and the
‘Minnesota- Teacher Attitude’Inventory (1951) , which have a teacher.’
caréer componzﬁt, were administered to the, trainees at-the be-

ginning of their training in September, 1973. 2y

t standardized tests were adfiinistered to

L4

- 1

‘ s predictive
of the teathing success of the Developmental Assistants as
evaluated/ by their supervisors (e.g. Developmental Head Teacher,
Preschool Director, and Clinical Director). . .

It was’ hoped that the. tests wbuld yield result

a) Edwards Personal Préference Schedule (EPPS)

This ,schedule gives each person a rating from

very low to very high on fifteen personality.variables.. :The -
regultg of the Adaptation List were compared with the Edwards
Personal Preference Schedule. Personality traits-receiving .

high scores by the Developmental Assistants on the Edwa¥ds werg
ompared with the research on what personality .traits '"good =~ = --
teachers" possesk. O ‘

b) Personal Preference Adaptatfon List (PPAL) -

t The PPAL ‘was an adaptation of the Edwards Personal
Preference Schedule (BPPS). Independent of each other, the Head
Teachers and trainees ‘predicted on the PPAL how the trainees"
would score onh each of the 15 EPPS personality variables. The -

- PPAL was administered Prior to the EPPS. ’

4

1

) - Results and Discussion_of Edwards Perspﬁal Preference Schedule’

‘High and low scoring traits were 6btained by'niﬁe Develop- -
mental Assistant Teachers as shown in Table 3. B i :

, 22



’ Table 3 . : _ e SR

Number'oflTrainées'SCOring High and Low on Personality
Variables on the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule

- ——— o s o bt 2 e - = [

Persgﬁality Variables .

E
He
= o
|
o]
£

qubowwuaowwasmml;

Achievement = . Ca : o
Deference ' '
Order N . ‘
Exhibitionism ° 2 .
Autonomy - .

. Affiliation - '
Intraception A

- Succorance
Dominance
Abasement
Nurturance
Change .
Endurance - - 7
Heterosexuality" Al
Aggression '

NRNAGWESUR VN ONN

 N=9

[

-«

L e eeemmmmir Smaam— o—
.

The trainees self evéluatiohvbredictions on the Adaptation .

List were closer to the results of the~Edwards Schedule -than".. -~ -

the Head_Teachers'(evaluations of the trainees on .the PPAL -

This seems to werify Dobson’s (1972)"conc]usion."that the, pre-

- -dictive accuracy obtained from direct inquiry infermation. ..

.. supports 4 théory 'that the best way to gain insights concern-
ing an individual's persdnality, dt least in the case of student
teachers, -is to ask them appropriate,questioné in a straight-

forward manner!'(p. 34) . R - :

.

Jackson and Guba (Gage, 1963) found that those who pursue’ .
teaching essentially are cooperative, restrained, lacking in
~ gocial boldness, friéndly, and anxious to please. The Pevelop-
. mental Assistants' EPPS ratings:-matched most. of Jacksoﬁs and
and Guba's findingst Friedman (1957) found that teachers had
a higher need for affiliation and lower need .for 'succorance than

-+, the control group. Also, teachers score higher than the, normative

“group on order and endurance, but lower on exhibitionism (Gage,
1963). The Developmental_Aséiatants' ratings did not match
Friedman's findings. ‘

N
i




c) Strong Vocational Interest Test (SVIT)

. -The SVIT gives each person a rating from very
low to very high on basic interest- Scales and occupational
scales. The ratings -obtained in the 'teaching'" and' 'social s
service' areas .on the interest scales: were recorded. Scores
obtained on the .occupational scales. for ' recreational leader"

""occupational therapsst'., ”ehementary teacher'", and ''rehabili-
tation counselor" Zg?e noted. . ‘Interests-of Developmental Assis-
tants - rece1v1ng hih scores were recorded and compared with 2
interests of ' good teachers" :

‘ .
b

Resdéts and’ Discussion of Strong Vocational Interest Test

On the ba51c interest scales eight ‘of the nine Develop-" '
mental Ass1stants scored high or VEry high on "teaching' :and
"social service' -areas. Sevén scored high.or very.high on
. ‘“outdoors/recreational leadership'. On the occupational scales,
-, seven scored high on .physical therapisE'. The occupations of
'elementary teachey’, 'Occupational therapist’ and 'tecreation’ leader"
were listed only on the female occupagfﬁh scales section Six '
of the seven femalés scored high or vefy high on "occupational"
therapist'. Only three of the seven: female Assistants scored
high or wvery high on- elementary teaching'. - Three Scored helow
average. Eive of seven scored high or Very high on' recreation
~leader’ B . - :
sk -"\‘ :
'Strong stated that if .a person likes and dislikes the
*same things that people who are successful in a given occupa-
tion like and.dislike, he will feel comfortable in that occupa-
fion and be- more effective there than elsewhere - (Gage, 1963).

’

. d) Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventorz,(MTAI) o .
N, R ) \
‘ v The MTAI assesses attitudes of teachers towards
: students and their feelings about teacher-student relationsh1p~
Developmental Assistants' scores were compared with the norms
for graduating seniors in Early Childhood-Education. The re-
sults were also compared with evaluations of trainees by thejr
* Head Teacher on the Developmental Teacher Competency Checklist
(DTCC) . (See Chapter ITI for description of DTCC)

Results and- Discussion of Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory

, Percentile ranks ranged. from the 5th to the seventy-fifth
percentile. No’ correlation was found between the low scorgs ob-.
tained by the Developmental Assistants on the MTAI and the
Head Teachers' evaluations of them on the Developméntal Teacher
Competency Checklist~ Gage (1963) quoted Sandgren and Schmidt
as follows: ",- .because there was no apparent relation between

: 4 T N
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R - MTAI vscores and the critie teachers' ratings; the . MTAT
e lw Cannoaébc used to predict probable success in telchinp if
R * the rafings made by public scfiool eritic teachers onithe
A Student Teaching report are hseq as ﬁriterion Jf sticcess.

:.;ﬂ e é) The Tennessee Self ConceptkScale (TSCS) (1965)

/ L
.o Tn the 1974-7§ progect period the Tennessee Self = -

' Minnesota tests‘%s an instrument thathmight be predictive of '
teaching success. . . . "

F The authon of the Scale suggest;that it: can be useful in
‘personnel selection. "The Individual' s contept of himself ‘has
- been demorfstzated ,to be highly influential in much of his be- .

- havior and also to*be directly related to his general personal-
ity and state of-mental health...Thus, a knowledge of how an
~individual- ‘percelves Himself is useful in attempting to help

. that individual, or in making evaluations of him." (Fitts, 1965

A pt 1) Hamacheck (1971) stated: -how we percetve, others is

- highly dependent on how we perceive ourselves. If a potential

. - « teacher.likes himself, trusts himself, and has corifidénce in
5 himself, he will likely see others in this same light. Research
S is beginnin to tell us...students grow, flourish, and deveYop

¥ much more”easily when in relationshipwith someone who projects
) an- imherent trust and belief in their capacity to become what
i they have potential to become." (pp 201-202) :

‘ Dobson (1972) fognd that ’"Student teachefs with a high
- galf concept, will relate well and those with a“low self concept
'Wlll not relate well ‘with their supervisors." (p. 31) . ’

"g" The Tennessee Self Concept Scale. (TSCS) consists of the«
. following scores: .

Total Self Concept Score

.

Identity

v

Self-Satisfaction ‘ ‘ e -

~ 'r"T. - Behavior S ' ' . ' s
N | «Physical | ‘ o o ' \
. ‘Moral-thical | ' -
o Personal‘. '
. Fdmity . -

[} e ~

Social Self | CLN

Self Criticism Score (taken from the. MMPI).
- <oy :
.I . e 25 01 )

" Concept Scale was selected to replace the Edwards, Strong, and “
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,:Stxategy 5.0 Candidates Selected.

. . , .. . s ' <.
. - . T
LA X e . o . . . . .o ) .t

. . ) . l’ s, , e , 0
: The Tenessee Self Concept Scdle was -administered at ‘the
beginning of thé' Fall and Spring 1974-75 training periods ‘to',

- ‘determine if.it could :be used as a predictive selection in-

strument. The Spearman Rho method was used” to compare trains

..ees' ranked ratings om each score with'their rank on. the 'Head
.. Teachers' evaluations/of them on the Developmental Teacher
+ 'Competency -Checklist. = s

o b . . o L
: Resuits and Discussion of the Tennessee Self Concept Scale

" - The ohly‘écoré on the Tennessee Self Concept Scale which
correlated significantly (.05 level) with the Head Teachers’

. Evaluations was the Self-Satisfaction Score in the Fall 1974 -

semester. ‘There is some question .about the reliability of the
Tennessee Scale. Fot example, one assistant teacher took the
Tennessee twice within a four-week interval and scored signifi-
cantly higher the second time. When the Assistant’ Teachers. .
‘were given feedback on the results of this scale by the Clinical
Director, many of them used the time to ventilate feelings about .
themselves. As used in this' projéct, it was felt that the inter- ,
pretation session was one of the most useful aspects of the

: Ten:jfsée Sclf Concept Scale.-
. E

valuation of Standardized Assessment Instruments

~§§
, The data generated by the four standardized instruments
(Edwards Personal Preference Schedule; Strong Vocatienal In-
terest Inventory; Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory; and

" Tennessee Self Concept Scale) were not predictive of' the per-

formance :of the elopmental Assistants in the actual work
‘setting ds evalu d ‘by their supervisurp, except for onag score
of the Tennessee Self Concept Scale administered during the
Fall 1Y/4 semester. The use ot the' ‘MTAI in the present pro-
_ject reinforced the results of the Sandren and .Schmldt (Gage,
“*1963) study that there was no significant relation between “
MTAI “scores and the Head Teachers' ratings. L. T
: The search for. valid instruments or methods which would
predict success in teaching young children shoeuld continue. °
- If such instruments or methodologies were found, ‘they could be

4 utilized to objectify the proocess of screening and selecting

trainges,who should .pursue careers in early childhqod. '

Table 4 piuvides an anal}sis of the characteristics of
the Developmental Assistant Teachers selected. Descriptions
representative of the trainees chosen for stipend$ and uni-

" versity credit during the project periods 1971-75 follaw: !

./..___.__— : -
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' L ) L1nda -122, Junror in Ch11d Development- membér -
"of the Chicano community, worked as a playground leader/cfafts .

._}teacher and camp counselor,”self- supporting She plans to do
graduate work in'Chlld Development

.'“ c b) Don - 22 senlor in Liberal Stud1es bf”JapaneSe
"ancestry, tutored and coached elementary . grade ch11dren, volun-
teered in a. sheltered workshop, ‘taught Sunday. school, self- o
supporting. He plans to obtain an elementary’ teachlng creden-'“
t1al aﬁd speciallst credentlal 1n developmental dlsabllltles

v

- c) Richard - 26 senior in Chlld Development worked“
-~ as a Teacher s Aide, volunteered in a bilingual kindergarten

- member of the Chicano community, married, with thtee children
- self- supportlng ‘He:1is now teacﬁlng f1rst grade

o d) W11ma - 22 senior in h11d Development worked
-a$ a playground leader member of t Blapk communlty, self- "
,supportlng . oL e T | _ _»./' 0Ll
S e) Tony = 23, .senior in Recreatlon erv1sed play
activitiestat recreatlon -centers;, Children's Centers and.a -
.preschool, self supportlng He would llke to own h1s own pre-
‘sehool. - R, S P .-

»

f) Teresa - 20 .senior in Child Development, of

' Fllrplno ancestry,'superv1sed arts and crafts'in recxeation . .

__programs tutoted*orthopedncally hand1capped children w1th read- ,
ing d1sab111t1es self support1ng She would llke to become . HRAN

8 Ch11d Mental Health SpeclalLst - o B -,c‘n' _ L

: v ) Candy'- 22 "senior in Ch11d DeVelopment tutored

':elementary 'school. chlldren worked in the Preschool’ Lpboratory

for ome semester-as an assistant teacher for credit, given a

‘field placement in a Children' s Center for ner second setester. .

She plans to teach in. Chlldre fenters.' RV A

!

T - 3 ) o™ B

]

_ Developmental Ass1stants 1971 75 _f " . 5 .-’; K
BN . i / oS . ‘ B B

Course Cred1t or Unlverslty Funded “

QProlect Strpend

CRETS -

- Debby &ﬁvy "> R .o e e

- i LN , ' o

RlchardnAmador -y

. Mary‘:Ann‘ Bonenberger = ,Kristin. Baeriswyl

T (D1Camlllo) _ PO o .
' . Carolyn Baker S ' ‘ : N

Mary Ann McDonald Doan . ’ o ‘ .

' Charlene Bones RN ' ,
Kathy Faf&as ) L
T . .o Barbara Breslau

-

P
-~
F-

B l~". - ' . 27
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9“‘-

»‘Perect St1pend

Carol Fry

Mary Lois Greene e
‘Marilyn Grizzell . .

Don Hori
Mlchael Kaufman
Andrea Nlckel

iPamela Noyes

Teresa Orpllla

Linda Bautista Pappert

Barbara Parra .
Candace Phipps

Karen Pierce .
Marshall Rasklnd

hﬂNorma Schimmel
1Nata11e_$chwartg}~

. Debby Shapiro

Wilma Smith .. 9
Anton- Vendi t'to .:
_Charlotte Kouri ‘Woods

~ Ll

o

Course Credlt or Unlver31ty funded

Angela Consolo

-Veronlca Creighton

-

Pamela Czachow

Donna Evans

'-Les Forman S«

Susan; Rockett Freer

"e;Patricia_Gilmey~ -

fEugenia Guzmian

Carol Jaslow - | '
Barbara Locker . o
Maureen McCallin

Andrea Nickel

Elaine Oliver . o e

Saily Pedersonv o
Candace Phlpps

Helen Seelmam ' ﬂ: , o

Lorralne—Swerdlow ‘ L

‘:Charleneiﬁllllford

»

v n - . P . . -~
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- Description of jthe eiopme‘ntal_ Assistant Teachers 1971-75 - :
- - : FL W e s e e — . T
Stipend "~ Credit Total
Male 5 1 6 .o
Female 18 21 39
.»i ‘ :
Race and Ethnic:
Black o2 T 1 3
' Caucasian ' B} 16 21 A Y S .
Chicano o 3 0- 3 - o
Oriental 5 _ .2 : 0 2 .
N 19 0 I L
& 20 3 5 8 '
* 21 ‘ 5 7 - 12
22 6 -7 13
23 5 1 6
24 1 0 1
25 1 0 -1
- 26 1 0 "1
43 0 1 1 -
Class Level: v '
- Sophomore " . 1 . 0 - 1
Junior DT 8 .12
Senior - T 17 12 29
© = . Graduate - . 1 2 3 ,
. v e . ) )
Marital Status: A .
Married . 7 5 12-
Single " 16 . 17 33
¢ 4 Majcr; B - . ) » ‘ . . . - N |
R N . |
- : Child Development - .18 22 - .40 ' J
_Liberal Studies - . 1= 0 1 . / |
Nursery Education(AA) 1 0 1 o
‘Psychology : 1: , 0 1 L
. Recreation - 1 0 o1 ‘ ‘
L . Speech Therapy | 1 0 1 . ®
Totals: - .23 - 22 45 :




Chapter IIT LT -
. THE DEVELOPMENT OF A TEACHER -ASSESSMENT PROFILE (TAP)

| - . L S
Introduction '

_ A major objective of the project was to identify a profile’

of the individual candidate's on-going training requirements - ,
and progress during enrollment in the "Careers' program. The - -
lack of instruments appropriate to the project's objectives of
individualized trainee assessment led the project staff to de-
velop their own methods and instruments to accomplish this task.

“'The effort sto match trainees' entry competencies’ witha =~ - 4
particular job level was unsuccessful because each trainee's >/
abilities could not be fitted into the neatly defined parameters -,
of each position. As noted previously, some trainées who enter-  °
ed at the Student Aide level had acquired, through previous ex- '
‘perience, some of the competéncies designated for the Develop-’

. mental Head Teather level. The reéognition of the unevenness of

. the trainees' entry abilities led to the design of a Devélop-
mental Teacher Competency Checklist and -then progressed to a com-
prehensive Teacher Assessment .Profile (TAP)... The premise under-
lying the inclusive competency model was the belief-that there )
"exists a recognized and desirable core of.generic teacher. compe-
tencies which should be acquired by those individuals wishing
to become teachers. of young children in an-integrated‘settingg
Another basit premide which evolved was .the recognition that dach - ,
- person entering. the training program passessed-an individual pro- "
-file which might reveal any number 6f capabilities. The indi- '
vidual's profile must be taken int'o account 'when planning a train-
ing program.” - . : - S . :

@ Ly e
E

Strategy 1.0 Lﬁformal“Asseggmént of Trainees ) . N

- - . " - L. ¢

vy »

During the‘firsz“year of the project; 1971-72, assessment

of the training needs was informal. | The H&ad Teachers used in-
'itial lists of competencies tied to ithe career ladder to make .
their evaluations of the trainees. aily staff meetings were - .

used as a medium for -an on-going evaluation pf trainee perform- S
B . : * ’ e

" ance..

5 B
Evaluation of Informal Assessment of Trainees - w S
The assessment methods used in 1971-72 to evaluate entry B

and end-of-training competencies were too informal to generate

° .
- . . 4 3

v

30' - \“,‘ | ° - N ) . ‘ f'\
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" substantive accountability data on the trainedg' progress.
Therefore, the project staff set a goal of developing and - .
refining more objective tools and processes for the assess-:
"ment and continuous- monitoring of-the trairees' abilities. .

-
S
2

Strategy 2;0” Dévelopmentai'TeéchépﬁCdmpetency Checklist (DTCC)

. The tréinee'asseSSméht’inétruménts which evolved during
the second 'year of tHe project (1972-73), and which were re-
vised in the subsequent project periods, were designed to .-
obtain a more accurate evaluation of the trainees' initial
baseline abilities and on-going development'throughout the .
' training period. = - ‘ . ' : .

. The 1972-73 draft forms of the Developmentai»Teacher Com-
peﬁency Checklist (short and long forms) were developed by the
Project Director at the end of the first year, The purposes
of these tgols were to utilize-“the infqrmation'obtainqd to
prescribe individualized training, inputs and to permit monitor-
_ing of .progress or lack of progress- in the areas specified in
_the Competency Checklist. =~ .~ | '// :

2.1 Developmental Teacher Compeﬁé;cy*checklist'
s (Short Fprmj . - R

PR X ’

L1

" The short form of the,Déveldpmental Teacher

Competency Checklist (Figure 3) was trial-tested by administer-
ing it- to .the entire staff -in September 1972 and January 1973.
The Checklist was presented-in the fdrm of a self-evaluation
rating scale. Since self-corcept is eonsidered a critical fac-
tor in planning for an individual's?traiping.(Hamaéhek,f1971),,
the self-evaltation format was used to obtain information con-
‘cerning the individual's self-concept of his competencies. Pro-
. vision was made in November 1972 for the validation of the self-

" evaluation ratihgs by having the Developmental Head Teachets in-

dependently rate the Developmental Assistants working with them.
‘The Acting.Director also evaluated the Head, Teachers using the
same checklist short form. e 3

Evaluation of Developmental Teacher Competency Checklist
Short Form) . ' : - o,

, ere was no significant difference between'pre/and post
test evaluations for four of the”seven trainees in 1972-73- " |
(Table 5). . T iy T ' *~;

There was a significant increase from the pre to the postg
test evgluations for: three of the ‘trainees (Table 6) . The ax
Deﬁ%lopmensgl Head_Téachers*evaluated'the adequacy of the -short

'}
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form of the DTCC. The -response of the"staff and tralnees to

»

_ felt, however, that the form was too brief and should
be expdanded. The suggested revisions were undertaken -during
the yéar. A new detailed long form of the DeVe}opméntal.Teach-

In the case of the short form, reactions by the staff to the

. ‘long form of the DTCC were very positive. Again suggestions .
, ,for revisions were solicited and received. The staff .felt ’—\\

/// that the Checklist would%%e most helpful as a tool to monitor

tra1n1ng progress. s .
! - . Iy

1 fArranpements were made in 1973-74 to use the DTCC Long
Form as a pre-and post -evaluation method to monitor tra1nees

progress . -

2;2_ Develqpmental Teacher’ Competency Checkllst
oLong Form (Appendlx c) .

o . ‘The DTCC that evolved was an extension of
short form and 1nc1uded 86 1tems d1str1buted under the

/ }” 1) Classroom Management

- 2) Assessment N )

©3) Program.Design'and Planning ) ///
\ o
N s 4) Teacher/Child Relatlonshlps an ManageFN/
B 3,/ . o ' ) ment ‘ . //

5) Staff.and_Co-Worker Relations
6) Professional Work Habits
B 7) Parent ReLationships o ' T
“ - <8) Community Relationships and Resources

- . -

. - -2.2.1 Developmental Teacher 'Competency

Checklist Admini%tration Procedure
' The use of the DTCC in the evaluatlon
process adapted in 1973 74 ctonsisted of employing the following
procedure two times per semester or three times p year depend-
. ing on the length of the individual's training asjlgnment

.

, -
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a) DTCC Self,EvaIuation-- The

: , evaluated themselves using the checklist at the
beginnipg and end of the semester. S
/, . . S
ol b) - DTCC Evaluation by Head Teacher

~ .THe ghecklist was used by-the Head Teacher to evaluate the
. trainee approximately one month after the semester began and

in at the end of the semester.

_ : N ¢) Charting of Evaluations -

A chart was made' of the areas of agreement and disagreement be-
tween the trainees' 'self-evaluations and the Head Teéachers’
/.evaluations (Figure 4). . . _ ' .

3y

L v

Feedback Interviews Using the

o ‘ . o DTCC Chart - An evaluation
session was set at the beginning and end of the-trdining ses-
sions in which the comparative charted ratings were analyzed
by each trainee, her/his Head Teacher, and the-Clinical Director.

. e) Results of the DTCC were then
used as_ a basis for designing the individualization of pre- and
in-service training. The components employéd in the training
‘program are described in Chapter V. | i

The charting of competencies in the Developmental Teacher -
CSémpetency Checklist -helped the trainees focus on specific areas
but failed to provide a graphic profile of the results. There-
fore, to jpprovide ready access to the DTCC data, in the summer
of 1974, a quantitative format wns developed and first used in the
1974-1975 grﬁnt period. + . ’

. . y [

2.2.2 .Developmental Teacher Competency |
Checklist Profile -

Each, o e eight areas of competency

covered in the DTCC were divided into separate sections. Using
the original 0 to 4 scale, the value assigned t .each item in a

given area through self evaluation or other-pers

evaluation

.was totaled and divide
Columns were provided

by the number of items in that area.
or self and other-person's (e.g. super-,

visor, director, colleague) evaluations at different periods dur-

ing the year.

The mean rating for each area was listed -and plot-

ted on the

rand Mean

‘was ‘obtaine

Sorresponding column of the profile. ' The

eight,- the total number of areas.

. by totaling the means for each area and dividing by

o
’

H ) [N ) N
o _ The graphing of each evaluation into a preofile (Figure 5)
permitted ready comparisons between the various evaludtors and

different time periods.

The results were then used as a guide

'D M
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-1dent1f1ed at the beginning of each Semester as needing im-

' cerebral palsy, epilepsy? deafness, and-:blindness. -This gave .. °

-

‘analysis by eithe

; I
to plan'individualized pre-or in-service training progfams.
2 2.3 Quant1tat1ve Analysis of Develop-
. - mental Teacher Competency Check11st
The - quantlficatlon and graphlng of
the DTCC results a1ded the trainees in their interpretation of ,
their tra1n1ng needs and progress. The DTCC Profile provided.
a quantjitative accountab111ty measure by pinpointing the direc-'
tion of the changes in competencies.  The areas most commonly

provement by Developmental Assistants were parent conferencing _
and working with children-.with specific handicaps such as -~ .
the Head Teachers more objective gu1de11nes to follow in their
training and evaluatlon of the Developmental Ass1stants

«
- : . . 4 v

- ,Pre .and Post. Analysls of Developmental Teacher Competency
Checinst : 4 _ , .

W

In 1973274, an analysis of co- variance was used to compare
pre-and post- DTCC evaluations. For two of the eight trainees
assessed, there was no -significant difference between pre-and
post- -—evaluation by their Head Teachers (Tablé 5). ,There .wa$ a
s1gn1£1cant difference .(.05, F=5.55, df 1/27) for one of “the
the trainees between pre- and post- -self- GValuatlons in a posi-
tive:direction.

For the remaining six trainees, there was a s1gn1f1cant
difference between the pre and post evaluations by the Head

eachers and® fheir own self evaluations. In'every 1nstance
the post-test evaluation was. hlgher (Table 6). '

In 1974-75, ‘there were, 15 Developmental ‘Assistants. -Four
of these had no s;gﬁificant difference between pre and post
Head Teachers or themselves (Table 5 ).
Eleven of the 15 trainees had a 81gn1f1cant1y higher post eval-
uation by both the Head Teacher and.themselves (Table 6.).

The analyses of the DTCC results in 1973-75 1nd1cated that
for 17 of the 23 trainees, both they and their Head Teachers

- agreed that progress had been made in achieving competencies .

Y .

from the beginning to the end of their training period.
Fdr six of the trainees, there was no sign f1cant change

in pre and post-training competencies of .thé DICC as evaluated B

by their-Head Teachers. However, it, should be 'noted that two

of the . six trainees had high level entry competencies. Of the

remaining four, two did not complete all the work; e.g. one - - -

dropped. out of the program at the three- quarter p01nt and- the -

other. did not cimplete the assigned reports. ,The other two 4%4‘
.3“ o o - . . ""iﬂ"'}' &

" -y.fifi ‘A ' ; . - . ;ﬁ K
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.Table 5
CIMPARISONS BE.'IWEEN PRE~AND POST- TRAINII‘B DICC EVAUJATIONS

- . 1972-73 197374 1974-75

'.‘_’_ : S '~ Trainees Trainees 'I‘ramees Tot:als ‘®
No sipnificant difference between . b PR ‘ ; -
pre & post cvaluations 4, 2 s 10
Post evaluation sa.gnlflcam:ly hlghe_r I o "
v _ than pre evaluation - , 3 7 6 11~ . 420
. Totals * _ 7o -8, 15 T 30
. . » - s ;
N . > . v
N
» A
Table 6

SICN'IFICANI‘ DIFFERENCES BETWEEN P.RE AND POST III‘CC EVALUATIONS, |

1972-73% - 1973- - Ttk - _ 1974-75%*
Trainee Sig. F df Trainee Sig. F. df Trainee Sig. F
' A 0l 9351/2 ‘D .05 6.691/28 J - .05 .7.52'1/28
B 0L 21.891/23 E .05 -7.001/28 K .0l ' 27.861/28 .
¢ .0l 22.651/23 F .0l .19.481/28 L .01  8.641/28
| 'G. .01 14.471/28 M  ..01 -19.28 1/28
H .05 7.621/28 N .01 13.48 1/28
I .05 6.751/28 O 0L 13.42 1/28
' ’ . | P .05 . 4.561/28
Sy - Q .01 °9.671/28
) ST R 01 13.23 1/28 -
; : s. .01 17.021/28 .
T .01 13.38 1/28
*DTCC Short Formd ,
**DTCC Long Forin ,
. /(/ / 35 ‘ /
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stayed’'at a 2.5 level on the scale of 4 As measured by
the DTCC, these flndlngs conflrm the effecﬁlveness of the proj-
ect tralnlng rogram.

Strategy 3.0 \Eeacher Ideal Class Compositién (TICC)

{

level, the general characteristics of the childr and the-
subject matter they would like to teach®. Teacherg are heard
to ~say, "This is a great class, I really enjoy this group '

"It 1s a pleasure to teach thlS class,'" or the same teacher
may expréss negative feelings toward the group, e.g. 'This is
.the worst group I have ever experienced". Majasan (1972) in-
dicated that an instructor qpmmunlcates better to students )
whose beliefs on vital matters are congruent with his. :
Sarason- (1962) stated that: '"One of the major obstacles to a
teacher's taking ‘she nature of individual differences «among
her children seriously, is the failure to have learned to re-
flect about how het attention, observations, and beHavidr are
.determined by the particular’ compos?ﬁion of her class''(p.84)

Most teachers express preferences for the a:ﬁ//the grade
en

An effort was made to determine'if trainees and teachers
cquld identify the variables that lead them to make.these value'
‘judgments. If a method could be developed to ascertain the

. class and teacher characteristics that match, it might provide
the pathway for arfanging a happier and more productlve milieu
for both student and teacher. *

- ..

.

A

»

v 3.1 Development of Teacher Ideal Class CdmpoS1-
' tion” (TICC) . » .o

e ‘a

q " 1’85 '
; A quesélonhalre to tap~1dea1»c1ass composi-
s«tion 1nformat10n was developed and trial tested in?1972. Start- .
ing in' September 1973, the questionnaire was-administered at

Ll

* ‘the beglnnlng”and end of each training period. Teachers were

-asked to_select one class of 16 children whigh would be their . .
"ideal"‘preschool class. They were to checK the characteristics
of the children®they believed would profit the most in their
classroom and that they ¥elt most ‘competent, comfortable, and
happy to ‘teach. The questlonnalre listed the chlldren s charac--
terlstlcs as follows: 5

a

L

K : : - .
" a) 7 ége ) . : 3 s C ’
T © . b) wmex ’ o “

. L -
1)

, c)- cognltave ‘ability
d) ‘race and ethnic group ) . .

- .: 16 o ~ .

A
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‘o

o
R

&

. were noted.

P

: . _é) religion' ‘

3 "socioeconomic group
; . ' " ﬁz vpaﬁsnt education
h) emotional and social levels
K i)"physiqalland mental handicaps.
3.2 Téécher.ldeai Class Coﬂﬁosition Administra-
. tlon Procedures o v -

\ ) : e / /7

;. The following procedﬁres'were used:

: ‘ " a) All teachers filled out the Teacher
-Ideal Class Compostion Form (Figure 6 ). .
\‘ R

° " b) Classes were analyzed-as to their com-
position. . ; ST -

- ¢) Teachers were. asked if they were satis-
fied with their present class (Figure 7 ). .- .
: - ) N . . , _/ . M . ‘,
o ‘ © ., d) Comparigons of ideal and present class

were made. ' il _

e) Teachdrs were asked to'spgcify their

4 .

" ideal class ag?in at the end/of the program.

f) Changes in ideal class compositions
A _

t - Y *
. Evaluation of ngphen’ldeal Class Composition

The 1973 year-end responses of the Developmerital Head
Teachers and the Developmental Assistants were compared with
their responses of September 1972. The results indicated that
there was .a trend toward-greater. variability in the selection

«of children. .-
" In Sébtember 1973 Head Teachers andeeveldpmental‘Aésist-

- ants were generally, satisfied with their classes even® though

many did not have the‘degree of diversity they would have liked.

' When asked if they were satisfied with their actual classes,

three teachers wanted more variety in the socioeconomic levels

. and in racial and ethnic groups. One teacher wanted a few

children with less .educated parents, -another would have liked
a- greater number of physically and mentally handicapped child-
ren, and gtill another wanted more children with "average' abili-
ties. . ' .

‘buring’the\final yeaf of the projegt, Faliﬂ1974, ten assist-
ant teachers and two head teachers were asked to designate their

[ . R ' * 37 ' o P
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11 dlass comp031t10n at the beglnnlng (September, 1974) .and’
end cember, 1974) ‘of the semester. Most of the trainee
did not change very much in the type of class. they desir
Both Head Teachers and one Assistant Teacher wanted fewer
“children with handicaps in-their class at the end of the
training period than they indicated at the, beginnlng Three
Assistant Teachers wanted more cooperatlve/compllant children ‘
‘in December than they wanted in September.’ ' Almost ‘all teachers e
. were satisfied with their actual class composition even though '
they did not necessarlly have tHe type of class- they w uld have
chosen. , , _ Y -
) The comparlson of class compositions’ between beginning and
end of the training periods indicate the differerices between
teachers in the'characteristics of children they value plus the
1nf1uence of d1rect eXperlence with ‘children with digabilities.

-~

A pasitlve outcome of the use of the TICC questlonnalre _
e was to ‘encourgge trainees and teachers who tended to say "I': -
; ' love all chitdréen"” or "I don't dare-which children I teach” to
: ‘examine more carefully and ‘honestly the truth of these-staté-:
ments. The TICC adsists teachérs in examining and describing
. the characteristlcs of the children they feel most comfortable
teachlng /. ‘

- . T s
- "
.

Strategy 4.0' Teacher Structure Checklist (TSC) (Webster 1972)V

"The Teacher Structure Checklist was deslgned to asse?b the
degree of one component of ‘nursery school teacher structure;,
i.e. teacher control or direction which is vigible .to observers.’
(Webster 1972, '150). The TSC consists: of 25 statements of
which th1rteen are high structure and twelve -are low structure-
{ items. The statements pertaining to the "specific elements. of
- K freedom, choice;, indirect and direct regulation; individual, and‘
1 S ‘group: emphasis, "and respéct for children were considered to com- -
L prise the teacher control or direction component  of teacher -
3 structufe." (Webster, 1972 P. 150) I .

- , : s R

An example.of the statemeﬁts conta1ned in‘the TSC. lelows

-

i . ‘ Yes Eg‘ 1. Ch11dren move freely eboﬂt the pIayrbom and

rsetmint

A playgrouna . _ . .
2. Chlldren seIect and use materials w1thout T,
’ _.1nterference » : +
3. All children usually engage in the §3me acr
tivity at the same time. T g S
4. Ch11dren are expected to Jaln ‘and remain with e
» - \ - . ) , . "?
. " “ + )
PERY . 7
& - ‘ . . 38 . ‘ 8 . . o ‘ f .,
@ v !l ro - ; ,# . . . . .« .
s \ E"’ " > 3 i L




1972-1973 Estlmatlons-of A‘

Table 7

R S

of ngh Structure in each Classraom
Checkllst (Webs;er)

using the Teacher Structure

L, , o Clags A _ Class.B - Class C ‘_Glass D
Lo = Class' % Ak % s e
K Clinical Dlrector 9 4. ., ‘Q‘ . 20
® 'Director . 4 0 -4 207
- ) _ o . - ¢
‘Head Teaclier B\ 4 {{- ,
" “Trainee S A 28 o -
* - 'Trainee s A .0 ..
Trainee A 21 ’ -
b Head Teacher B b <
- . ) A -
Trainee ‘B : 4
Trainee . B. ‘0 o ,
Head Teacher c . 0"
Trainee . "C ‘ 2& .
Trainee C . . 10 ‘
Head Teacher D 8.
Trainee D : 33_
Traﬁﬁbe -D .5 .
\l . ' 3 A
‘ Average % of ngh 119 ) T e
Structure 1% 8.4%. 11.2%
. 4
A ‘e s -
‘ Y I :
\.‘ . ‘.. ‘
oo 39 )
. {«::' < .
- W > '
R o L. ' ~ )
. . o >L * , oo .

Y
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'.StrategylS:O Observation and vVideo Tapirng A XA

~ and Verbal Interaction Analysis Format' (PVIA) ‘(Amidon an
_ Flanders, 1963) was used to rate agsistant teachers in both /|

a group activity which'}s.directed by the
teacher. = = : '

.. . . . ) ) o
5. Children's activities are interrupted when ¢

the clock- says .it-is time for ‘the next
‘scheduled activity, . i

4.1 Teacher Structure Checklist Administration
Procedure o 3 ~

, - The Webster® Teacher Structure Checklist was
used in 1972-73 to determine .how structured or unstructured the
Laboratqry Staff saw their classyooms'to be. The TSC was com-
pleted independently by Developmental Head Teachers, Develop-

- mental Assistant Teachers, the Preschool Director, -and Project
"Clinical Director. - Responses. to the TSC.were calculated by

adding the number of-high sfructured items .marked yes to the -

_number of low structured items marked no and dividing by the

total number nf items (25) to arrive at a percentage of high
structure. . R ’ . R

' . : o
Evaluation -of Teacher Structure Checklistr

The percentages of estimated higb classroom structure
ranged from 0 to 28%. Thus, there was general agréement that.

. all cladsrooms were basically low structured in terms of the.

learning opportunities and interactions with the: children.
Table 7 shows how perceptions differed among staff as to the .

- amouht of structure in a particular classroom. |

1)

- v ° 4
P - "

-;Two of the methods used to monitor the trainees'’ pfqgréss

were observation and video taping. Means were sought.to objec-. -

. .
4

tify the analysis of these two techniques. s :

5.1 Physical and Verbal Interfaction Analysis
Format (PVIA) : —

) ’) Béginning?in November.1972, the "Phy§§§§1

observation and video taping sesgions. The PVIA fotrmat de-.
scribes teacher/child interactions and..provides a method for
quantifying these observations: It describes twelve physical
and verbal behaviorg that teachers may exhibit in the classg-
room. The behaviors are: . '% L . i

" ’
. . “

G, a) mode}iné 4 s
o S R D P observing and superviging

L PRETRER
P R

L

-~




. . . : : -., ,
-+ . "t ' N ." . ’. k
R ” . ° . ST » -
4 . e® - A . .
. sk ?
o e ;n..: “- . h.,..t:.; ' e) assrstlng . . L ‘
e T Cs 'y »
A T D 1nteract1ng B ‘ L )
3, o o - - €) ‘redlrectlng " B PR
N . ¢ - ~ : ‘ - ) N -
PRI S £)'. lecturing and explalnlng T
R A . S g) relnﬁorclng N L ¢ l
SRR . -, 'h) ' non- enhaneang I .
"",, ) : o . ' . ) IR . . - ) " .
S e . ..,1): d1rect1ng ,;' . o .

. . ‘. b)) questlonlng e e
. - . e © k) accepting the 1deas oﬁ .children . ' o
. ' . ’ o AT O . . . .

- PR TE) srlence_or.confus1on ¢ : e
s g " ' The trainees were observed and video taped'
I four: times per year in d1fferent rolesi S , . _ o

: o »h . . a) as superv1sor~of total classroom act1v—'-«
.J" TN ' e . - “0.1 . 1tleS \‘_‘\;‘ ; 'h . R
T ) B worklng‘w1th a- small’ group act1v1ty
e?"-' A o c): leading a 31ngle large group act1v1ty
. .~ d) - worklng w1th one child. o
. . . . ‘h
S0 ’ ' - The content of the learning opportunltles
*T . were var1ed to include four domains: *c0gn1t1ve (concepts, PO
problem solving) ;. affectlve (traine€¢ interactions with the e

: child); psycho-motor (large motor- -outdoors, fine motor- 1ndoors),
and cregtlve (art, mus1c, dramatlc play) .
R - 5 1. l Implementatlon of Observation and
e R L Video Taplngrus1ng PVIA
_ B " The “VIA evaluations were used diir =
’ 1ng the 1972-74 prOJect perlods The procedural sequence con-
o -31sted of: P ! _
- 6t " oL . if -Evaluations. Using the PVIA—

1

. : ' Developmental Assistants. rated
. themselves accordlng to the: 1nteract16ns they believed they ex-
" hibited with children. R -
N ‘ - b) Obsefvatlon - Developmental As«-
- sistants- ‘were rated on the PVIA for a ten-minute period. by the :
. Clinical Director, a co-teacher, or a’ supervisor from the’one-
way mirror observation booths. The initial observation was L

conducted to establlsh a basellne of teacher behaVLor w1thout

[N
B #
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" the anx1ety wh1ch te1ev181on equlpment mlght 1nduce The
) »observatlon ‘results were used as a control for the subsequent‘
A v1deo tape session. ‘

-

. -y S | c) V1deo Taplng - Developmental

: servatlon for -a ten -minute period.

EE oo d) Self Evaluatlon ‘of the Vldeo

-

3 ) L ' ' T e Tape - Developmental A§31stants

{ ‘ T rated their own performance using the, PVIA format. ’

SRR S e S e) *Other-Person Evaluation .of the
e L -+ " Video Tape-- The Devélopmental

Assistant's Head Teacher arrd’ co-trainee . 1ﬁdependent1y evaluat-
. ed the v1deo‘tape u31ng the PVIA., =~ '

»

Throughout the two years _that the PVIA was used in this

- rence of any. of the behav1ors llsted in the forma&.
, o For example an ana1y31s of a typ1ca1 observatlon or v1deo
I tape session u31ng the 12 PVIA behav1ors y1e1ded the following .

R4 - D §
- . o .0

o o 10% modéling - N :

ve

, , .. 9% obseryihg - supervising
E ' . 15% assisting : LT A
T 15% interacting . '

o - . 5% redirecting P B _—

o -, . - . ’ VI R . ‘
: o - .#7% lecturing -~ _///// R - , .
' . . - .o . )
. 5% reinforcing -~ o ' .

. -1 )

0% non-énhancing

» _ 3% dir/cting e CL . -
SR R l37/questlon1ng i ‘ ak
é o " 8% accepting the ideas of children °
o | v,“fj . 107 silence or confusion » o
- T o . L ’
= S T a2

s l . - L B :
poe ©ak e

. Assistants -were v1deo taped in a simIlar 31tuat10n ‘to. the obz .,

U R _‘ﬂ PR ’ o ' .f) Comparlsons of all PVIA Evalua—
i ST : S ' tions - The information obtain-
‘ &@ .ed from self and the other- persons' .evaluations were compared -
“- /and dlscussed after the v1ew1ng sessiorm, S =
" : ;.” * Evaluatlon of Phy81ca1 ‘and Verbal Interaction Ana1y31s
K *" s Format . : - : ,

prOJect -the results did not 31gn1f1cant1y p1np01nt the occur- .,

inconclusive data--& . e s .

L

*
Bo 4
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‘f'OnceAtheltféiﬁeesAdvercamé their initial anxiety about
being video taped, they expressed the opinion that video tap-

. ing.was a worthwhile technique for providing feedback on'class- -
o B room-teaching performance. The staff felt that a.dbscriptive

open-ended method of évaluation woild be more-beneficial. The.

" baseline observation ¢ould not serve 'as a control because it

was not possible to replicate the observation activities for.
the video tape session. -~ . ° . o

%

5.2 Video Assessmenthuésfionnairé (VAQ).“A':

i In 1974-75, the PVIA observations weré

eliminated. In its place two questionnaires. (Figure 8 and 9 )

were developed with open-ended questions for use with viewing
of the video tapes. ' . i .

C . ’ . ' . _ ~
©5.2.1 Implementation of Video Assessment

v i .Questionnaire
N + .

"
Y

i

a0 The method adopted for' assessing
the performance of the trainees as recorded on the video tapes
ffoﬂld%s: o W o, o T e o
PR ' 32" - .'a) Trainee, Head Teacher,, and Clin-
ical Director view video tape - '
o o :B)n Self-evaluation by trainee us-
ing the VAQ: ' Y 1.7 |
R ] S L cY TIndependent evaluations by De- .
velopmental Head Teacher and Clinical Director using the VAQ

£

o LR -~ d)  Evaluations were exchanged,
compared, and discussed. : A -
. [}

. Evaldation of Video Assessment Questionnaire

. The trainees and staff reported that the open-ended ques-
tionnaireés were more beneficial than the Flanders PVIA format
which‘hag yielded nonsignificant results.” The questionnaires
generated a great deal of discussion, as they permitted free-

% |, dom.to interpret the uniqueness of individual teacher/class

interactions.

M-Stnategy 6.0 Teacher Estimations of Children's peveloémeptal

»

Levels (TECDL) .

The trainees were asked- to completeéthe Teacher Estima-

; tions of Children's.Developmental Levels form {(Figure 10.)

beginning in the 1973-74. projéct period to help them improve

., the accuracy of their judgments concerning the children's

levels of functioning, The areas judged included: - cognitive
-ability, 1angqége, psychomotor, and personal-social- levels.

w, ' A

» <
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'The' trainees were told to base their estimations on their’
observations and informal -asseésments of the children: in their
class. For,assistance in making their estimations, they were

. given+a chgrt (Figure 11) of_ developmental levels from the

Gesell Developmental. Schedules -(1949), Vineland Social Maturity. -
Scale (1965), and Stahdford;Binet,ThtelTigeﬁCe Scale. (1960).' b

© . 6.1 Implementation of Teacher Estimations of
Children'sdDeVelopmental Levels (TECDL)

-

| .

_ The developmental "level estimation forms

-awere completed each semester from 1973 to 1975, apprOKimately.
one month after the beginning of each semester to permit. the

- Developmental Head and-Assistant. Teachers ¢o, become acquainted

;with the children in their classes. 'The completed estimationg

were charted and compared with other measures described in thq-

section which follows. . . : B

Q
»

6.2 Validation of Teacher-Estimafions,of Chilfi-
. “ren's Developmental Levels.. :

Ly
© c .

oo The -lack. of standardized and valid instr
ments to- assess the functioning of ypung children in areas o
than intelligence and language development impeded the overaifl
validation of the teachers' estimations. An analysis of vari-
ance between the teachers"' estimations and the assessment meas-
ures avadilable wag used. The.teachers' estimatiohs were com-
pared as follows: ' ‘ ’

, a) Interstaff 'Réliability - Head and As-
sistant Teachers were compared with each other on dll the esti-
mations. Qverall analysis of the 1973-75 results did-not. show

a significant differencg between the Developmental Assistants'.
- and Head Teachers' estiMations. o a :

- -

: N ~ b) Language Level ~ Teachers' estimations
- \\ of language level were compared with.children's scores‘on the. -

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (1959)., The language data were

obtained for all classes each semester from 1973 to 1975, mak- '
N ing 'a total of 16 classes. There was no significant difference

amorig the evaluations h;gp/by Head and Assistant Teachers and.

the Peabody in 12 classeg. In three classes, Peabody evalua-
tions were significantly higher than those of Head and Assis-
- tant Teachers: 1st elass .05, F = 3.22, df = 2/42 .

’ 4.08, df = 2/30

.o ’ _ o 2nd class .05, F
o ' 3rd class .01, F = 2.20, dglr 2/18 .
- In one class, teachers' evaluations were significantly higher

than scores on the Peabody (.05, F = 10.0, df = 2/6).

1l

3

c) Intellectual Ability - Teachers’ esti-
mations of intellectual AbIlify were compared with children's’

A .

b4 o




* scores on Lhe Stanford-Bineét Tntelligence Scale (1960). - The
teachers' estimations appeared Lo undcrestimate~th'children'a
intellectual functioninp. Howcver, no statistically significant
difference was found among Head -and Assistant Teachers esii:45:§§;

mations and the Binet scores in 1% of the 16 classes (1973-733~" -

-Thé statistical -analyses do not support Heriot (1973) whos
found that teachers tend t& underestimate.IQs of kindergarten -~ -
children. In one of the two classes where a _significant dif-"-~
ference was found, the Binet was’significantly‘higher.than

_Head and Assistant Teachers' estimations (Ol, F = 7.33, df =

:2/12). _In the second class, ‘the Binet and Head Teachers' esti-

mations were similar and both were significantly higher than
the Assistant Teachers' estimations (05, F = 4.88,-df = 2/12).

- - d) Psychomotor Level - Estimations of

* psychomotor- levels were compared with a visual motor task, o
"The Four Shapes Reproduction' (circle, cross, square, triangle).

. Data was obtained from only 11 of the 16 classes in the psycho~-

. motor area. Teachers' estimations generally matched the results
of the Shapes Reproductions ih nine of 11 classes. Performance
of the children in the three-year-old class (Fall 1973) ,was
‘significantly underestimated by Head and, Assistant Teachers

. (.05, F = 4.09, df = 2/39). In one class (Spring °1975), evdl-
uations by Head Teachers were significantly higher than the ,
Assistant Teachers' and Shapesd Reproductions (05, F = 3.99,df S
2/36). The Shapes measure was too limited a sample of psycho-
motor development to, validate the overall fine and gross motor -
functioning of the child. Thus a revision was suggested and -
the following year. (1974) the psychomotor section was separat-.
ed into.two areas, la’rge and small motor development (See Sec-
tion f£). c s : v

3

' : ) e) Personal-Social Level - Teéchepsf esti-
mations of personal-sociﬁi Tevel were compared (1973-74) with

urity Scale. There was a significant difference for all four

J///ggrent asgsessments of the children ‘on the Vineland Social Ma-

classes (Table 8 ) in the Spring 1974 semester. In ,every.case
the parents' scores on the Vineland Scale were considerably

higher than the evaluations of the Head Teachers and the Assis-
tant Teachers. ' ' . ST )

)'Table 8

Comparison‘of Teachers' and Parent§’ Esﬁimations
. .0f Children's Personal-Social Level o

.01 27.61 -2/39
B .ot o 13.58. . 2/45
# C S oo '50.50 2/36

D ,o..oL - ©.13.98  ° 2/42 R

. P A

o

P




' The Vineland was found to be too time- consum&ng and the

_ formal interview s1tuat10n appeared to-be uncomfortable for
= _ : the parents. * : .

(R

: - £)~ Denver Developmental Screening Test - -
- ~ . In 1974 75, to improve the Developmental Assistant quchers
. - ability to 'validate their assessments in the persénal- social
“+ e =+~ .-area-and small and large -motor areas, the Denver Developmental -
o - Screenlng Test was selected” ‘because Tt contained tasks“not o
_ - tapped. in previous assessments. The Denver is 'divided into . :
. =, . - .four sectors: Personal-Social,” Fine Motor Adaptive, Language, .
# " " .sand Gross Motor. Each sector includes /tasks that "shoyld"
' ..be accomplished by a child within a partlcular age range from . .
20 months ‘to three years. The Denver was administered by the
: Assistants to’ a random sample of children from each class .
“? “after the staff completed the '"Teacher Estimation" form. The
.« . Denver results were not analyzed statistically because of”the
«+.  small sample. However, the administration of the test served o
as an excellent. 1earn1ng opportunlty for the trainees. -

- 7 _Evaluatioh of -Comparison of Teach:r\Estlmatlons and . .. g%

g

ObJectlve Instruments G

-
» »

The teachers felt that the Estlmatlon form forced them
to look more closely at the children in terms of their develop-
mental levels. The “opportunity to compare their judgments
with ‘objective dinstruments helped to provide them with feedback

T . on' the accuracy of their! perreptions.
) H

T

‘ :
- . - o - 8) Parent Esthatroﬁs of Thejx Child's

* . B : 4 Development41 Levels - In/ 1974-75, a
% : - Parent’ Estlmatlon Form (Figure 12 ) was developed similar to
i-,f' o the Teacher Estimation Form. The form was mailed to 70 par-
F

ents each semester. “The. two semesters included a total of

" eight classes. -Fifty of seventy parents who were sent the

- form responded in Fall 1974 and 42 responded'in Spring 1975.
The parents' estimations were.compared stat1st1ca11y with the

© .

Head and Assistant Teachers' estimations in the area of lan- - . N
guage, intellectual ab111ty psychomotor and personal- social
. evelopment . - . : .
! " - "\
- 1) Language Level-’ - There yas no sig-.
- o n1f1cant difference among ‘the language level evaluations of
- -, " + the Head Teacher, the Assistant Teachérs, and the purents for .

.six of the eight classes. . There was a. significant 'difference
among the evaluations of the Head Teacher,.the Assistant. . - ‘
Teachers and the parents for Class® B * '( Fall 1974) (05, F —3.62,.\~

= 2/30) ‘Assistant teachers evaluated the ch11dren lower -
than the Head Teachers and: the parents. Parents evaluated the
children hr%her than either the Head Teacher or the Assistant

Teacher in Class A (Sprlng 1975)(05 F=3 35 = 2/30).
‘ Jeor .

/" o ‘_“'\H‘ﬁl-" 46._" ) . A
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N ~12) Intellectual Ability - There Wwas.,
no significant difference in the estimation of the children's
intelligence ;among the evaluations of the Head Teacher.,, the -

a-Assisfant Teachers, and parents for six of . the eight .
classes in Fall 1974 and Spring 1975. I Class B (Fall 1974y
the Assistant Teachers evaluated the children's intelligence
‘significantly lower than either the Head Teacher or the parents

(.05, F = 4.05, df 27/30).  The Head Teacher's and the parents'’
estimations .were similar.- The Assistant Teachers' estimations
in Class A,(pring-1975) were lower than the Head Teacher's™and
paréntgi‘estimationS'.(05, F = 3.88, df = 2/33). There was no

» significant difference between .the:Head Teacher's and the par-

ents' estimatigns. - '

I3 &

S ’\he +3) Psychomotor Leyel - In the Fall f.
1974, tMere was no significant difference among the evaluations
of the children's psychomotor 'performance among the Head Teach-
er, the Assistant Teachers, and the parents for three of the
four classes. The Assistant. Téachers in Class D. ewvaluated the
children significantly higher than the Head Teacher's and par-
ents' evaluations (.01, F = 5.35, df = 2/39). The Head Teach-

~er and the parents ggre'similar-in their evaluations. - During
the Spring 1975 semé%tgr, psychomotor ability was divided into
two levels - gross and fine motor. There was no significant
difference among the evaluations of gross_motor performance
and the- fine mototr performance by the Head Teacher, the Asgis-
tant Teacher, and the parents for all foPr classes. o

LT " 4y Personal-Social Levef'-_There was no
significant difference in seven of the eight classes among the
evaluations of the Head Teachers, the.AssistanﬁTIeachers, ahd
.the parents conterning the children's personal-social ‘ability..
In’Class A, the Head Teachers’ evaluated the children signifi-
‘cantly lower than either the Assistant Teachers or the parents
_ evaluated.them (.05, F = 4.85, df = 2/19). .

[ 2 - .
*Evaluation of Comparisons of Parent and Teacher Estimations

‘ i : . .

The comparisons between Head Teachers, Assistant Teachers,
and parents indicated, with few exceptjons, that there was no
sigwificant difference among teacbers'-anduparen%s' estimations
of the children's developmehtal levels.s Where there were sig-

_nificant differences in the perceptions of the children's func-
tioning, this information was used as a basis.for discussion
améng sggffgand'ip parent coupseling sessions. -t

~

. 4 . * . . : g

Strategy 7.0 Attitudes Toward Individuals with Disabilities .

dniversity student dttitudes toward individuals who ‘are
retarded or who have physical disabilities were tapped through-
out the project. At th beginning .of the Fall 1973‘%emester,
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o - data from the' DGVelopmental Ass1stants were. comﬁuted separately L

S ~ from the University sample., The melementatlon and results of . -
the Attitude survey are reported in Chapter VI. (‘P

\‘.- s v ”\"' x'

: ; , -, .
\\ Strategy 8. 0 Counse11ng Sessions for the Develppmental S,
. ’ Ass1stant Teachers - ' S
. v, ‘. Co : ‘ - ‘% \ - : L
5 ‘ ‘ Part of the program to 1nd1v1dua112e theJDevelopmental
ek - -Assistants” training consisted -of -persenal interviews with. _
// the PrOJect Staff. and Preschool Supervisors to evaluate their.

L

sraining, and to give them the opportunity to express what R
they telt was needed in their program. -, . ' B

7 . A\ l‘ i v

N e 8 1 Implementation of Counseling Sessions

g ' ' - ‘ Throughout the ent1re prOJect at Jleast
o two 1nterv1ews were, conducted per semesfer' with ach Develop-
i . mental Assistant Teacher During the personal counseling ses-
sions, pregress ‘was ‘discussed and special readings were recom-
. mendeéd in areas where more information was sought In additlon,
e special obseryations and practicum field experrences were plaﬁ»
) ned based on trainees' expressed requests . 4

_ , ‘Sample questrons of areas covered in the:-
interview follow: o !
’ - a) Make a general statement as to how you. ..
feel about your present program. '

. b) What has'been‘the best aspect(s) of
'your training to date? , e

- . c) What would you change (add or subtract)?

e

“ﬁ
wE

d) VWhat person(s) has done the most to
help you grow A’ a teacuer of integrated preschopls? How?

e) Are there competencies you still need7
How can the staff assist you in gaining them? _
i f) Do you feel competent to be a head '
teacher in, a preschool such as this one? .
P . g) uCan we help you g;th your plans for
. next year? 5 P .

. B " h) How can I pe/of help to you?
| ' C1) HogAdp/you fegl. about your field place-

ment? .

L ”j)/:;ould you like to suggest any particu-
lar in—seryiee/y///

training sessions? .

1
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Evaluation' of Coudseling Sessions

¥ All the tfrainees participated in the scheduled counsel-
*ing sessions. However, there was great variability in the
numbér of trainees who would stop by for informal sessions
with “the project. staff. ' Informal sessions were encouraged
and. ranged from hallway encounters-to extended office visits.
Thé sessions proved to be another: worthwhile source of com:
‘munication. . - S ’ ,
RS o L }Z
g N : . e
. e e @ : ; o
Strategy 9.Q Expectationg :and Evaluations of the Training
o Program" (EETP) - . » o

o Toh

14

e R ]
L 7.

-

LY .

& il

In order to monitoxr the Developmental Assistants' expecta-“
tions and evqiuations of the training program, an instryment
(Figure '13) was devised to provide additional input on the
trainees' satisfaction, dissatisfaction, and/or recognition of
gaps in their training programs. Vi , ’

“0

9.1 Implementation of Expéctations and Evalua-
tTons of the Training Program (EETP)

. "The form was circulated in the Spring Se-
me;\er, 1973, -and continued for 'the remainder of ‘the project.
The trainees were asked to fill out the form at the beginning,
midpoint, and end of the training period. It was also used as .
a follow-up instrument after the -Developmental Assistants left
the program (See ¢hapter VIII). ’

o/

Fvaluation ‘of Expectations and Evaluations of'the Training
Program ’

3

The open-ended design of the Expectations and Evaluations
Form permitted an individualized expression, of the Developmental
Assistants feelings about specific aspects of  the training. It
provided additional feedback about the trainees' reactions toO

the program that were not covered in the Teacher Assessment Pro- -

file. ‘As a follow-up method of evaluation, the information- gain-
ed from this source- was summarized and used to agsist in the

. overall assessment of the program (refer to Chapter VIII -

" Evaluation).

¢
A

‘Strategy 10.0 Judgmental Summary Evaluation of Children's
’ i Functioning (JSECF) .

A Nafrativé.Eyaluation Form:(Figure14 ) classifiéd child-
ren's functioning into cognitive, psycho-motor, affective, and

creative domains. It was designed to provide a Yombfnation of
structured and open-ended analyses of the overall development
- . . N I/,"

’
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Y . . o-ff_ tﬁ.e- Child ,,' . . . - ’ ) R R L = . . . o ’.
.. L 10.1 'Iﬁplemeﬁtation bf‘Judgmental-Summapz,
v . Evaluatien of Children's Functioning
. . B . (ngCF)' ., : . R .
. ) : Lo . . . n% " , . B ’ . - L
Lo .~ .+ * The Developmental Assistants used the ,
: *. ".form as a guide ‘to write’beginning, mid-", and end-of-year. . L a
~ . "% .summary reports.  THese judgmental reports were written by all.
t. % the trainees’ and Hégd“TééCjégé'deiﬁgffhe specified igtervals ° N
" throughout the total projeqt. The judgments of the traineés, )
- supported by data gaimed f om, the collection’ of children's .
products (e.g. painting, cnafts, reproductions 6f shapes and ,
" forms, tape recordings of speech, and any written matégﬁals), T, e
’ . were compared -with thoge o the 'more experienced Develgpmental .,
\ : ~ Head "Teachers and with the |consulting psychologist's evalua- /'
; . tions: of the children. The results of the evaluations were ya
‘ + _ _ incorp rated in staff discussions.. T - ' ;/4
] . -, 7 _\,; B » A . ) ) ,
= . .. ' Evaluation of Judgmentél‘Summan&'Evaluatioﬁ_af\ehil, €n's oo
SR S Functioning iy ‘ S S : _ / '
L I fhe;entfre stagf felt uhg‘formgwas‘gn excellent guide  to
B summarizing the functidning levels of the childreqp. However,
’ the -usual staff reactions to pagsr work were evident,parriculat-
. 1y when the reports were due. < _t N C ‘
A © As symmary- of the Teacher Assessment Profile insbfLments
. developed and revised- during. the project are shown jh Table 9. .
’ » -y . ) ) <o . ) . N ] - ’-;fn )
N -N . * '? H/' !
] ) - i f ) .
: i ' (/ ' ' " oo ‘
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- Table ‘9:

. . . 41.’

R EVOLU’I'ION OF A TEACHER, ASSESSYENT PROFILE (TAP) L
T . e 9273 1973- % 197475
S . T, number number - nmber nunber

o
‘
.

.. .3 . per - per’ per - 7 -per| T,
.y .. 'semaster, semester ' Semester se:'r‘\ést;,erif_ R
. * Te ' ) “ 7 : o

DI 1 Attltt‘lde Scaleir ' . B onY

O Osgood's Semantic leferentlal N E , .
S " Techni. g : R 2 . - ae oo . .
L ':‘I ".\&' que v .o ‘ , N ) ' AA ' v . . ¢ ) ‘\ :

) '. .. ; ‘ Im Fonn QmStlamaiIe s ..‘ " . ' - ': ' ~ R N - .. - . 2 .

O S .90 questmns) *, _'«-;‘_'*‘” Mama Z“"‘“ BRIt S o
B i Short:’ Form Questlonnalre g e e ‘ o
W P (25 ‘questions) \ UL, ' -
2 Teacher Sumary Evaluation . . .
. " Report on Children 2, 2 2. 2
S 3 ®Staff Meetings ~ * . - " daily - dafly ° daily daily . . . |
e by DICC Short form N '

oo, 5 Teacher Ideql Class. Couposv'mn T -2 2
... 6. Teacher Structure Checklist oL ' '
% . . - Gdebster) | R 2 - - S
f L b 7 Badtgromd Data Form . . 1 1 1

| .8 {ided Taping ' e O --
_ - Observing & . S -2 2 ) _
B PVIA (Flanders) ) T 2 | 2

- ‘ Video Form . . . .

,,4"“ 9, Ind1v1dua1 Intemewé’ 3 0 .3 o -
10 Standardlzed Testing’ & . ‘ . x :

f.';,, % 3
i waards ceo® ) |
o Strong O - . o ‘ '
G o &TermeSSEe : =7 2

© 1L Teachet"Estimations.of Children - 1 1 - .

e o 12: Exp'éct:ations and Evaluations - .
°+ 7 of Program - - ' ' “

*?3 -13«. Teacher as Facilitator - | Lo -2

[l el d
t<
t

s o

- (discontinued) . -« ™ ' o L
. : ) n L o .

-

v, \

=1 7 %

g - P N
4 . a ;
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Lo . - CAREERS IN INTHGRATED EARLY CHILDHOOD,PRC
N BEPRE Preschool Laboratory .. . T~
: """ . . California State University, Northridge ~~ -
~ | © . Mlly C. Gorelick ~ - ¢ +°
- © - ~ 2 S T T .
N P . o . . Ve ‘ T o a.
i . o 2o~ . DEVEIOPMENTAL TEACHER COMPETENCY, CHECKLIST. ‘ S
E ” PR ¢, (short form) ™ | - : .
. a . . ° Q
', Rate . _ . _competencies in the areas listell below ‘ -
- using ,the following scale: ¥ P U A N ‘
Rl 4-Ccmﬁefenf in rtasl! or area and ‘ﬁable to dg’mnsfraté.for others:., T o
~  3-Competent, “but not quite ready to demonstrate for others.: . '
' 2-Competent, “but” there are recognizable-.gaps or weaknesses which can be -
handled and corrected by me {the teacher). ) " o
1-Weaknesses more than skills." Need for consultant gssistance or observ- I
. ing a skilled teacher demonstrate = ' o S v e
0-No background. To Handle this task or area need: ) o
_a) coursework’ b) experience <c) a &b - O o
.(In using rating 0 - indicate whether it is Oa, Ob or Oc) . -, T '
N- No opportunity -to observe (for evaluation of another person) "
. / - . ) N -
I  Methods of Assessing Children . T '
- (Use and Interpretation) ’ -
Domain ' Standardized o Teacher ObSe}'vations; '
. Ins‘truments Anecdotal Records, etc.
v : ' . ' . , / .
A. _ Cognitive ) v
T — — b
v B. Psycho-Motor
; 'C.  Affective o : ‘
D. Creative ' . -
" II = Designing individualized instructional bbjectives
‘ and learning opportunities. ) :
4111 Designing group instruetional objectives and learming <
toE opportunities. L0 s
. 37 W
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SR Figute' 3  (concluded) = )
’ (Y. . ' ' ‘,& BN ~., *
IV Ax;rangement: and organization ot classroan emr,trcmmt
v Professiatal wolk ;labit:s ; L
. VI Relgtimsl‘dpa wit:h co-workEra ) .,
!JII Relaéimships WJ.EK‘ observers ax}d v:Lsit:ors ‘ .
- VHI Teacher/Parént: Relpt;imahips o e T
X xTeacher/dtild Relationships and Mmagaxmt . '
Ghildren without: defici;:s ° v
'b. Gifted T . - "
B . ‘Blind
. d. Deaf ' —
el Orthcgedically hmdichpped ‘ .
£, Epileptic N I
'g. Cerebral Palsled’ = .= * :
. ',h. Undisgnosed deficits % . -
. 1. Maltiple defiéits-' : ° .
_ j Speech deficit:s v ‘.
k. .Ehntionally Dist:urbed-Behavior Diéumbmc'és
; T. Mildly Mentally Retarded '
. —_—
m. Severely Mentally Retarded :
n:" Down's Syndrome L. ‘ .'
X  Comments o
r N . +
. Q; . -
' l ’, ~ h LX)
Aol v . . ‘
I, 3 ! // . . )
[ / % ‘-Oi hd
. . “i, Signature '
lec 10/74 Revised X
o School
o}s 154




. " ._)

.'ws‘" Flgure 4

4302
. ;.’ '413;.3
Y43
. ~4.3.5

¢

"é}‘ " 3 1‘

o ba2
. 443
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‘o446
S 4.4.7
4.4.8

4.4.4

4.4.0° Prdv1de/for and manage d1verslty Ln Psycho-f

Motof’Domaln in ch11dren who are:

’ .

" »who have multiple deficits .

, control.

w1thout sensory def1c1t& or handlﬁaps

‘and exhibit good gross and- f1ne motor ’

& ) ’
blind ) ',/ i ‘
deaf o . ST -
‘orthopedlcally dlsabled ' "
_ epileptic f o
‘cerebral palsied ’*'._ DR

who have undlagnosed def1c1ts'
3 »

4.5.00 Demonstrate respect for and enhance the

4,51
afs.z"
4. 543

L.5.4

behav1or of a-child. Y

2

/I~

. understand messagﬁs

Llsten to and respond to a chlld
Be honest in explanatlons to a ch11d

&

B
o

ExPress feellngs to. a «child within the .

llplts of each chlld s tolerances

~Commuh1catevso that ch11d chn’

v i)

Qa
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SAMPLE DEVELOPMENTAL IEACHER COMPETENCY,GH//kLIST 1d
PAGE AND CHARTING OF EVALUATION e ool ,
Sl H1 §2 H2
4 3 O Prov1de for and manage diver31ty/1n Cognltlve_ ‘
Domaln 1u ch11dren who are: i . ‘ _
fi V?ry,brlght orﬂglftegs ’ : - _h_) 2.3 3 3
sbright ///24f; oL, 23 4
‘ ’;berage //?/ : ‘.'; ‘ ) i . s 2 3 4 4
Cslow - 7 . ' E ' S 2.2 4 3
retavd/d\ - ‘ ' 2.2 .3 4

SRR W oW W

. Hé

Sl - In1t1al Self Evaluatlon
Hl - Initial Head Teacher Evaluation .

~ Fingl Self Evaluation - T
- F1nal Head Teaeher Evaluatloh Ce
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. 2.iAssessment

" ="4. Teacher/Child - - . °

. 6. Professional Work — |, - I
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Figure 5 S :
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. DEVEIOPMENTAL, TFACHER. COMPETENCY CHECKI.IST PROFTLE AND PROGRESS' REPORT
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J/ ' Figuré.6 .

CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY CHILDHO
Preschool. Laboratory

A f =Ca11forn1a State Unlver31ty. Nor

";class, how many, chlldren in each cate ory'wquld you include?=

.‘..-‘

hod

.Molly C. quel;ck
A , ’ .. . . ¢ ’ . . .\ I“' . ) .
.v"¢TEACHER'S IDEAL CLASS.COMPOSI

- . ., o
. . [ 4

-
-

If you had the opportunlty to c

" Developméntal ‘Lag
- { Speech Disorder :
T Orthopedlcally
' - Handlcappeq _
Seizures (petite mal)
_ Hyperactive - - :
" Other '

o *

X

‘Parent Education’
' Less than ngh school . _

R;College graduate
' Professional

Ob PROGRAMS",
thrlige

TIONe

.1 Age ,;II. Sex - . III. Intellectual Ablllty
R SR ~Male _- Very Superior . -
35 Female _ Superior " " :
4 . i " High Average’
. W% s . . . Normal or Average
5 S e T Low Aversge' . —
5% - ' . . . ".,. . ‘Borderline Retarded” :
Other. ___ * . /[ A Retarded o
- 716 o o R L - T16
IV. Race and Ethnic Group V. - Religion 'Vfi Soclo-Economlc
. R o ’ C - ° 8
' Gaueasian ' ., * Protestant Upper . %
Black. . ' Catholic Middle -
Orlental T " Jewish Lower-
Amer. Indian____. - - # %%“ Moslem ' middle
Gh;cano L ) “ Buddhist” * . "Lower R
other*+ . ____ ° ' _ Unaffil. __._ - _ Welfare ;. =~ -

, , -1162,"\ * . . Other - Other - . ==
- . . . . ® ° . B ‘ \i?js K '16,,"
VII. Phyhical ana Mental Handlcaps  VIII. Emotional L

TR . . » o Cooperaflve/gomﬁllant
No handicaps . . Anger/Defiance *

‘. © ., Mild -Mental’ Retardatlon . Apathy/wthQrawal Dl .
. "Severe ‘Mental Retardation____ . .., . Other’ .

. 7;~ Mild-emotional. problems __: _ o . i - 16
N Sevgrelyaémot%znally ) .. X .8001a1 RIRT
" "+ "digturbed utistic c R
.. Interest/ artlclpatlon L
Mild. Cerebfal Palsy \ ;Frlendly/goclabﬂe e
: «Reg;xng rmpalred . .- Loner/isolate . - -
Deaf L. NS ’ Other . .
~ Blind e @

Some High school
High school graduate °
Some college

Other
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. - CAREERS IN “INTEGRATED EARLY- JHILDHOOD PROGRAMS PR I o
R ‘Presthooli Laboratory ' - :

AT

; Callfornla state“Unlvef§1ty, Northrldge ¢ oo
— vTEACHER'S CLASS-COMPOSITION&S@T}SEACTION'FORM g ;/

ot o B : v . . £
' Now - that you Know your class-comp051taon, we'd ﬂlke to kno@/lf Q
> e it's the. kind of class you feel you -are. most competent comfortable, -
#'« .. -, and.happy to teachs Please check sgatisfied or not next to these °
o haracteristlcs. If you check ng;,on any of thesel ‘please nouawhat -

Y you! would.add or'ellmlnate. : s ®

ot y v . o 8 not_ e g L
s v _ . v satlsfled “satisfied - add . eliminate
R DR ¥ SN S CF —~., .- I -
‘24_ ST . - . I . . ”u . R 1 . A o
T | SV Y - a
| A o i ’ - ] : - o
) ' 2. 8ex (ratio) .. . .o [ - = ‘ —
: = ,ArgRod o R kR N R T
_ oL XA R R il N ’
LT 2 o N LR :
. .3., Cognitive Abl%lty ’ NS E - — -+
- P (nange : Cae o) A - . .
. s o . . PP R , . ) L] - 4 ¢
. . , R . . - .
. L™ ) ° : )
3 ° . Y A s v }
O . T Racé and Ethnlc A B ) .
3 0 . s - groupo ] y ‘ . - - ” . .“‘“ , r . . ‘ . ‘ ‘ .
+ ' " < .‘ . . R
- . c . ° . .. . A T v 4/ — / .
. + 5. Religion, . ., .. . IR L (S
. o - 7 ) . : : ' e . :
] . a o . N . ‘ . ,
- . - - * o - * » - R ¢ e
6. ~ Socio-Economic . ) ” - >
) ; T o . ¥
. o .« . CR ‘e I o L .
t Z/L . P ] 8 © R A
t', : 7. darent Education®, (.- N R R
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i 4 \ ’ d R .. [ PR . \
™ ¢ « o, N . . T . . . - LI " l« . ' ll ¢ Rl
5] N . .. - i . . ’ «d o ] L }J
U &;‘ ‘Social . .. R v A O
.. »{types-and numbers | . 3 T N
L .of problems) - ‘. - N " '
- -. ) - 3 ‘, ¢ " ’ ’ . o
.o v 9. Emotlonal o em . g ; —— —
] X * (types and number | TN I - L N
~ ~ of problems) B L L ) AR . -
L ) . 7 . _ + _
oe . . o, ¢ 1 ] ) , ’ . >
.'.10. -Physical and Nental..| - . ' _ —
* (types‘dnd number of o ] : )
proﬁiems) s )
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i CAREILRS IN INTEGRA'I‘E-D }:.ARLY CHILDHGOD H’O(;R»‘MS ‘
_ . Preschool Laboratdry . y
e i Callfornla State Unlver31ty, Northrldge . X
N ~ T, Molly C. Gorellc o
ASSISTANT TEACHER'S SELF EVALUAPION OF VIDEO TAPE ]
@ . ‘ 4 | . ‘ -
<Name s - _____Video- Tape #i_ _ Date: o
. Situatibn: 4 ) . . . .
A s ' o o |
1,. a) Check one: . , “ .. b) Check one:
o _! _supervision’ > .__large group ' cognitive psycho-motor\x
o, Bmall group ___one to ore ~ afféctive ’ cne?tlve
2. What was’ your obJectlve and/or goal in thls teachlng sutuatlon‘7
i . * .. . ‘ N | - ‘/ o ! ” \? Q
3. Do yqu feel tha%;you accombllshed Jour ob,]ectlve‘7
b, Ig so - what 3v1dence aia you see° ' ’ '
% % R . ' ) T .
. 2 b4 q‘)‘v ‘ , . N S o’ 4"
3 i 0 ’ @ - « ¢ : Nﬁh '
5. Af no@,: whatt were the, problemsn“-;wf mw I a&.,;bﬁa -
q'. v ! O‘“: - 9 <o - © FeR 75. ’_( .‘A ’ N " . ’ f/;ﬁ“ !‘:
o ) .l”\) ° ‘: al 63 ; i <: : ' ‘ o : “ . o e ,Q§<
Q@"" I o :’:f; ’.,:qu | . A - | . . é)\:r .
6.. How could you have improved the situstlon \t\ - L e
: s TN AT s e e
%4 . " R N . TN % r‘!\ : ’ e
Oy ’ ' :’ . : . s M
. o P , ¢ ’ LAY . s ) ' .. ,
"7. Evaluate this as a’ learning éxpef%ence for you. - e

[
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" . Flgure 9. ...
. Q‘v. . <o e . : : .
S . bARPhRS IN INTEGRATFD hnHLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS .
s BRE Jre*/school Laboratory . - . )
S Cafoornla State Unvarqlty, NorthridFe K o
Ve co ) ‘ . ox . o o
. - LT mMolly C. ,nvvllck L _ T
o~ . ‘ En ' )'—L » ‘ , . ) Vo _ ~ LT o . - .,." :
8 S04 HERD TEACHE_R'S 'E'\[,ALU'ATI,O.NwQ‘E "VIDEO-TAPE . |
' w . N ‘ : PR : ) " S . :
g HeadﬁTeacher: (LSRR A Date:_ ., - ; J
Sl Agsistant Teacher: o - videc Tape #:_ _
R T B NG ’ -
SR 'Skﬁuatlonz C ’,“ ' I
. 1. a) Check ones .. .-+ ., b) Check one:
.t o superviQidn lurge ?roup~ ___coenltlve
P E T fsmall group ___one to one., ~\\ affecglve
AR *Do ygu feel that the A331stant Teacher accompllshed hpr/hlﬁﬂ
obJe tive 1hfthls si _ , - A
3 Ef4so -'whgt evxdence did you see?:
4 % ‘ & . , " ‘ e
.g ’ Ql . . ; R : ' q
B 4, “If not’- what were the problems? . . .
. - ) %, "
Co : y e S ' % N
S.om o e J, ’ ) ’ ) a4 kg .
- ﬁ"é: P - R ry‘ \ R v . - ) w ’
"4 5. "How could &he/he have improved the .situation?
. 9 o B , - 7%
: g o . 3 . , o -«
0% r “‘ kd ) P
A L L .
- O - 2 . . <
\ « . 5 ol : . . ° .
6. Evaluate this as a 1earning experience for you. -
7. Evaluate this as a"leaﬁning experience for her/him. ‘
’ ‘ ’.; ’:’ -
v “w ‘ Lﬁ a 60 ’ 7
° ’ ‘\ ° -
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) L CAREERS IN INTEGKATED EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS T
o .o : Preschopl Laboratory
: i a Callfornla State University, Northrldge

. " : Y -~

S
° - . .
+ . B .

Your knowledge of Child Development should enable yQu

"ﬁ¢}$- . to, estimate the Developmental ‘Age Level of each child in your
TR class.” Base your estimations on your observations and informal
-, -— '~ assessments. If ‘assistance is needed refer to the attached

- chart of“Developmental Lévels. Put an * next to the child's
_name 1n the a:ea you think’ there is a developmental lag

,

LY EackER ESTIMATION OF  CHILDREN'S DEVELOPMENTAL
e AGE“LEVEL IN THE PERSONAL-SOCTAL AREA

. : S (FYiends, group participation,
L S " T peer and adult relatlonshlps) -~
~ ' N & -
" PERSONAL-SOCIAL: . ' PERSONAL-SOCIAL
ﬁ7Ve10pmenta1 .Children's Developmental ~Children's
- Age Level . - Names Age Level _ Names
- OVer 5 -years-: 3% years:
. G ~
’ '5 yeﬁrsz p _ ‘ 3 years: .
- )
‘. )
T 4% years ‘ | 235 years .
[s] I'«. .
. -
- e l“
4 years; ,Beiow-Z% i
years:
Y
‘ Leﬁ“f .
% / 9"‘7‘ byl
. ) XU
El{c MGC/lec 6/75. 61 #
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: . Figure 10 (conti.nu\ed), ‘
1 - - ol . . ‘ : '
f TEACHER EST [Ml\l l()N or (‘Illl I)RI'N S DEVE l,()f’Ml Nl/\l.
AGE LEVEL IN THI LANGUAG it AREA ,
(Vocabulary, syntax anfqpc vh) -
o ‘ S SN i
- LANGUAGE v ‘ g
slopment. £ Ao ! - LANGUAGE- S .
Dexe opmental Children's Dev—mn_al Children's
ge Level Names - -
. " Agé Level - Names O
Over 5 years: - _ e ¥ yeags: . | -
., ’ ~. | .
¥ i '.; ) ‘ " ‘ c’ / .
T e,. 2 - \
. » ‘"( = i ‘
. e e e o e et e+ e e
5 years: | 3 years: ;
] r‘./ 1 ! ", . .'.
‘ ’ i
* » -
W . i f';;fv ‘
D\. ; -
i ) I » i
4% years ‘] 2% years: - -
« a N N > 4
> - td N !
v .o, . ? .
"l ’ - * “' & {cf\
) . e Uy . . - f. \ :
: i: years A e | Below 2% ’ .
o ' N - years: .
. / ( S
[Za
by g \
. 13 " ) ’ 7 .( a
= R
E e A
) - d 62 » , -~
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L . / . . R A s i & - e
B . /" Figure 10 (continued) .. =~ |
TEACHER ESTIMATION OF CHILDMN;SNDEVELOPMENTAL
AGE ‘LEVEL IN THE GROSS MOTOR AREA r
(climbing, -hopping, throwing, running, skipping, : "
R P body image) - l v -
. N i . ‘- ) ‘ . / ,
GROSS-MOTOR - . " | GROSS-MOTOR |
Developmental , Children's Developmental Children's
Age Level . ' Names g Age Level Names v
. Over S;yearéz s "_ - 3% yééfs@
- , S |
] 1]
’ * &,
. ! ' - '
.t R
| - ’ Y
. 5 years: . .3 years: ‘!
- ]
1 1
< A}
. < L
4% years: " | 2% years: ’
g
~ . . | .
.g - ) ‘
I‘j‘.l;i' . ~ )
4 zeafs:' L : i Below 2%%; o
- - K ' years:t i
-~ . *» ha . [AITES '
- N e o/ (7
* MCG/lec/6/75




X Figyferlo (continued) g : o
TEACHER ESTIMATION OF¥ CHILDREN'S DEVE.LOPMENTAL/,
. AGE LEVEL IN THE.FINE-MOTOR AREA ' . N .
(picking up small objects, pincer control) o
- L , .
' . . ".‘/ . .
- . FINE-MOTOR .7 ~ FINE-MOTOR T
Developmental Children's Developmental - Children's
Age Level ‘Names " . Age Level Names '
Over 5 years: 3% years: :
o —ff———J .
" . ) [
—_— ‘ o
K . ] L) a .
At - | -
e - \ .¢
.5 _years: a2 . 3 yeaféxn o HiE
é - ‘ '
, : i
. . q;. .
4% years: e 2%'yearé; ; .
“ .\
. | ’ - “ .
~4 -years : " Below 2% ® ]
| “years; ' : ,
¢ ? .
o -‘:’ -\.; \ \'q
"‘3";" . . ; )
MCG/lec 6/75 64 A ‘i
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- .o Figure®10 (concluded) s E R
%vm' . ,‘7-‘) % . - e . ¢ N . . ‘
1& . . ;0 ° P e . . .

9 “-“,_ | : oy e o CE e . . - o
wcx—mn ESTIMATICN OF CHILDREN S INTELLECTUAL PUNCTIONI o “
(Problem sdiglng abllity. attentlon. knowledge, concepts ., .

.- " ‘ v : . ¢ ) .

ah INTELLECTUAL FUNCTIONING . L i

. Clasgification* =~ -~ -~ - ~Children's Ndfes, L
. Very Superior:. D . . :
3 T . ' - . . ’ ' L
A ‘ . X - ' . 1‘2 P ) o - -~ ~
q ‘. . /" » ’
superior: = - . . . 7 - o s
i . " .- ~ v ' o . v ‘ EEY ' - 7 ¥
o . - N &
" N o . - . ’ e :: b. ,
: P 4 .
' High Average: , . ‘ .
. - . , v //”
Av'efage: '
{ v N '
© [y ] o D' ‘ //
% i ¢ I o . /
. Low Average: . ° o i o ' v
:" s . ’ ) - ) , ,” - , . ’5’ .
"\ - - v - ‘ ’ ty » .%
,r“l'l' ’ : . - - — PR v 4 ' - B ‘ * . bl ‘
e Borderline Retardedr . - .
. " - , : ' . - ’ ‘ ov H '\‘-‘“
- - Sy N " 4 )

¥ a - ‘u 4 . %J

? Retarded: . =~ . . - L . '

it . —— ) :&U’ ‘ . , | « .

i * . ’ : .

J }‘ o .. . e , . . .
. “Stanford Blnet Intelllgence §cale. Boston: Hou%hton Mifflin Co. 1960
1e . :
I:C c 6/71" . 65 b R v
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LR DEVLLCPMEM‘AL AGE mvms oF CHILD ﬂ

Taken from Geseli Developmental Schedules, Vineland Social M‘atu.rit{

Scale and utﬂ

B Project, Director:
danted by *"Careers m Integrated Early ChJ.ldhood Programs" Cllnlcal .Director:
T years ' . I ‘U years -
Psycho- | Walks down stairz/ foot to step| Hops oh 1 foot  ° «\; ‘| ‘Uses pencill
Motor Skipsion one foot only - Traces cross - . . Prints simp
. Does running or standing broad Copies-square (Gedell) o - Puts 10 bea
. - Jump ° Makes gate of” blocks from model
‘. “ Throws balI overhand . , ,Skips uaing
. | Stands on one foot ki to 8 ' ® |, Stands on o
. seconds | . * - S o T
. ‘Imitates gate of blocks Lo . \ ‘Builds 2 s
_ ‘Draws building with blocks / ' . Draws unmis|
! . A ' ) ‘Copies tria
§ . \ Coples squa
W e n “ T Y
5 < - : St — ) — .) : . : . "; A
oy Language Selects heavier weight " .. .| Repeats L digits . L "Céunts‘IO [
. O » Repeats one of three sentences Counts‘ N objects ‘and answers «| Knows numbj
'a < of 12"\13 syllables "how ma ' ‘ o )".
-, ‘ each. - Articulation is not infantile - . Names penn
" ) vl ; B ' - 0 . N‘amea all
- - 5 ’ v Asks meani
{ ?"
: v v 1 = o LN
\ 'Pex_'aonll-;' | Brushes teeth ’ Calls attention to own performance Plays co
Social 'o|'Dresses and: undresses \n.th .. | Relates fanciful tales " Dresses’ se
b PRSP aupervision g fBossea and criticizes , - °| Uses skate
- /- :Laces ahoes . "%éhows off dramatically Nrésses up
‘ S Diata.nguiahea front and back ?
[ '%. PR . of' ¢lothes - ' : v
oom o b Cooperama with children ! 0 s / X
Goes on errands butside home A , |
(hot across street) . q / . .
L . Cares for self at toilet N . ) |
O Tends to go out of prescribed \ Ll "
EMC bounds N , -
- e \\ o ;




/ DEVLLC PEM‘AL AGE LEVEIS OF/CHILDREN

‘e

L] ) . RN
,‘v' e T -

Lsen Development.I Schedules, v{mland Social' Maturit s'§a1e and Stamford=Eimet Intelligence Scale

"Projee

.Director:

Molly C. .Gorelick, Ed.D.

.
- .

E?;rs in "Int:egrated Ear];/ Chlldhood Programs" Cllm.c:al Director LDretta J. Fricmclmamq ECIM. 7

o

Y S o«
r} .

s h;sye_ars. . t

=
DRy

y—

// 9 I

S/yeax‘a B

+ R

:lrs fpot to step

fiopa’ on’;'l fodt

v"h ot

Uses pencil or crayon for draw* rg -

| foot only | Traces cross - ‘Prints simle words 0
or standing broad| Coples square (Géséll) Put.s 10 beads into bottle ir 2€ AN
. 3Jump . | Makes gate of blocks fror model + secords 5
verhand . v - e R / Skips usi.ng Teet lltemtely ,
8 foot L to 8 o s S A ° 'Stand‘ss on one foot more than 8
' Seconds v L o ‘v secords
of blocks : e e Builda 2 steps with cubes . g
g with Blocks - R 4 Drawa unmistakable pergon ) .
PO L - Lo _%. .| Copies triangle and’ rectangle A
: S i - T |, /COpieaa square (Buinet/: o o
* . P " &
oo ‘ CE i SRS SO 7
M, <! St Lo - T -
- ' * e av o . S, . .
Jer weight | Eepeats I cl:lgits S “Counts 10 objects-correctly . ) "_’:Jd
bf three sentences COunta L objects and answers _ Knows number of fingers on’ hand;‘ .
[ 12-13 'syllabled ,"how many" ., 't g  (Cese11) ' . "|B’
- -,  each, Articulation is not infant.ile ', . Nameg pennir, nickel dime s |®.
" f P, - : (Gesell‘ =
,’ Nemes 111 co];omw -
RS g o Asks meaning of words .
. . Calls attention to owh perfornance . lﬁlaya competitl?e exercise ga:r’a Y
ndresses with 'Relateg fanciful tales =~ - . . | Dresses self except tying " Yy 4
supervision Bosgses and criticizﬁem " . - Uses skates, sled, and wagon. R
’ v “ Shows off dramatically . Dresses up in adult clothes . ;’; F
‘front and“back s e ' N . e My
- of clothes Fo . R ) , oy S '
h children ' 3 6 .
ds outside home A . e, 1 . '
ot across street) S S .
at’ toilet vy e e C.
;ﬁ‘ O _rescribed |*- N . . Y i

I




, ° ../’// ) > 9 ‘ . 'I ¢ !
L : 2% years . 3 years I
s o - - K . .
= R , 2 ' . ) V L
/- 8 Psycho- Walks on:tiptoe : Alternatea feet going up and down Stands on o
; ‘Motor |Jumps with both feet . . [ . Stairs Walks with

_ Tries to stand on one foot . Jumpa from bottom stair Traces dia
Y & Can build tower of eight blocks | Rides trlcycle using pedals Builds brid
" = Holds crayon by fingers . ‘Stands ®n one foot for one second Sorts black
. Hakes 2 or more strokes when ‘Can put 10 beads in bottle in 30
iR : . copying cross seconds
Imitat.es V and H sf;‘rokes ) Draws a verticle line
Cuts with sciswors
. . O . N Can build tower of 9 blocks
. I : + Imitates bridge ,of blocks
) N & ‘ "Qopies circle :
L ' ' * “Imitates cross (Geuell)
. ko ) | strings i beads (Binet)
3 Language Oives full name_ . Repeats 6-7 syllable sentences Repeats 3
S Repeats 2 digits Bepeats 3 digits ° Can tell w
" - Pointa to -6 parts L the body ‘Namba own drawing ‘
. X . (Bi.nat) Uses plurals ., = ° C @ .
' . o ‘ - Relates experiences = ° '
_— o . Tella which sex i, . -
. ! )u . 4 f . \" » e .N' .
- . Ve :
" - S . N - e
Personkle { Refers to.self by proroun * Feeds self, .spills little Washes a
. "Social |. . -rather than pa;na, _ ' Pours* well from pitcher " Associati
— -, | Pushes toy with gbo gteef‘ing Puta on shoq,a, coat, or dress .
Helps put things .unassisted Helps at
" | Can carry -breakable. objects . Buj&tona and_pnbuttons Performs
’| Pries own hands Understands taking turns Y
. e {Qets drink unas«ﬁiated : Kngiws a few rhymeg . "
e . , “Eats with foprk ) "Avoids simple hazards -
rr 8; ' Removes coat/or dress . i i |
. Q; i ' \ . .’../ .ﬁ . V‘:w . . s
3 # -
' i / ’ 4§ ‘ I




. R - R .
P ,.v- N

PR

l_ayea'rs - B

‘. R S

oe -
yth feet
d .on one féot

per of eight blocks

by fingers

)re strokes when
: cop}nng cmss
ind‘H s’trokes ,

’E

v
Y
)

4, ‘.,

.Alternates feet, going up and down;

~ stairs -

_Jumps foom bottom stair .

'Rides tricycle using pedals -

‘Stands ‘on .one foot for one  second

Can put 10 beads 4n bota'.le in 30 -
T seconds

Draws\a verticle line -

f"C\;ts with acissora L

: Can build- tower .of 9. bloeks

* Imitates -bridge of blocks

- Gopius circle

" -Imitat.es cross (Cesell)
) Strings h beads (Binet) g

K]

FWalks with _both feet on walking boa
Traces: diamohd |

:Builds bridge of bloeks from model
‘Sorts black and white buﬁtons (Binet)

Stands on.one ‘foot for 2 seconds '

lgits .
parte of the body
("Binet)

v

Re 6-7 -syl],able santénces-
Repeats 3 digits o
‘Names own drawing R
Uses plurals’ = ~
,Relatog experiences .t
Tells ‘'which:sex . )

vs n

K

. L4 ‘
’ - . .
' i . .
:\ . RN
” S, .
’ — "
. . - . A

¥ | Repeats‘3 digita_ , o

Can tefl which is bigger and 1onger
‘ . (Binet)

U Y -

e = = N

1f by'prbqeun ’
“than name’ -
with good steering
nings away -

akable objects
pnds

o T - ™

F‘eeds seli‘ sp:.lla little
Pourp well from pitcher

Puts on shoes, coat, or dress

Buttons and unbuttons )
Understdnds taking turns

massisteds .Knows a-few rhymes . .- S
brk . Avoids stmple hazards | oo
or dress . ‘ ' S N '
(". ’ / L ' —
/ 3
/. P * N
! o o : tw
MR v .
8 s .
AR RN

. w unassisted ’

; 'WQshes and dries ,harxds and "ace '
j‘Associative play replaces perallel
3, play
Helps at little household talks ,
Perrorma for others ' . o
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Age ¥ Bn:thdate

g B _ . _ _ L 'Preschool lxzboratory Q o AR
' - Lo . " 11forn1a State UnlvchLty, Northrl.d;'t 3 2 Bt
Dear Parent,. - R , . . R ) 5
. " . In order to a331st us in askessing your . ch.ildss 1evel of deVelopment :
o m vanous areas, will you kmdly complé'te the followung chart o S
ease base your estimations of your, chlld's developumtal levels.on .
; yQur /own knowledges - observations, and interactions with -your chlld If o ’
neci)essary use attached chart as a gUldeline. C e .
,/ a a 9‘ . N

»

L&

Checlf the approprlate age 1eve1 for each gr,ea hsted e
S AREAS'

=
-4

‘Small Motor

Class, .T_lA (San&y a. m.) [—‘[B (Gegia.m ) [—'IC (Sandy p. m_') [ ! (Getry p. m_)

Intellectual

Developmental v 'Personal ’Social Linguage Large Motor )
Age I_evel - ' S , B ) Functioning
. - . . ) - b“ . vl ! i 1 r M - ° a
. w v OVEE' 5 ‘.‘ \‘T ' . . : L , ) : b " ’
. . ’ . 2 - .
. / . .
v <. . -
. Z‘% [} . e /
< z — ] ;o
4 5 > s J
< . N ¥ . ,
3
’ 3{ : - . \ v - )
¥ -
' )
4 2% o 3
., . '“‘ ; - /“ - Tz = 0 ;
g . Below 25 ' S ’ | v
S . o ‘
S - Also please che a sn‘\gle tertn whlch cbaracterlzes your child's overall
' tellectual functlomng ) .o
g » T \ :
5 Y [ 7 ery Sl.xpenor \\ ' / B
i o N \ . .
o - Superior - " ' ‘
i T /
SRR High Average - S
: R ' "
1 . . Average . -
g :‘ . I3 . ; . - y S0 )
z ' - - Low Average * ’
2 Borderline Retarded ‘
| _' - / : ‘,b" 8 /‘ J ‘ BEtardEd | A » 7 .
Q LJF:1lec, - L ! ' S
i o* 3@ 68:, . v K - /Z.,,
. . . . . - .’ . 'f\ ‘“ N . , .
M ’ . 51 19;* o ) J@: . /
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CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY CHILDHOOD PRQGRAM o

-~

/,

TEACHER'S INITIAL EXPECTATIONS AND EVALUATIONS OF THE

.In order to, assess the’ adequacy and reIevance

&

INTEGRATED PRESCHOOL PROGRAM

<

of this program. we need_ to have your opinions,
-impressions and“suggestlons.

asklng that you eomplete

naire.

-
\.

Ll

e

J'My feellng about, 1nteg
children with handicap
‘ classroom iss

b - -
B ]
. B

preschools. I,needs

2.

Experiences’

4

de

€.

Schooling:

- ~ RN
'Adyisement abouts

/ o

-

Skills:
By .
A ) ./ . . +

'Perseﬁalityltraigs{

PRSI

We are,-

'The\phllQSQphy of the ‘Préschool- is:

ration of & small numbe
s into the regular preschool

therefore,;
the ' following question-
‘Please feel free to express yourself fully.

of

‘In training to be an effectlve teacher of 1ntegrated
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1§Egt1vely handle 1ntegrated preschool programs.'

r should: S :
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é N A -
4 N § . .
L v : [ AP v ' . v
I+ v . B ve .
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o " CAREERS INNINTEGRATED EARpY_GHILDHOOD EROGRAMS _ : °
. S Preschool Laboratory - 4
" California State’ Univergity, Northridge .,
@, L,‘W o - i R g
' Ay, Molly C. Gorelick .
« - ! : ) . 'fv ‘ ﬂ
_ JUDGMENTAL SUMMARY EVALUATION OF CHITDREN'S FUNCTIONING -
o o . e : ' . ' ’
I. IDENTIFIGATION DATA: Names sSexi _Age: Birthdate;
II. DESCRIPTION; - General Appearance; - Height: Wpightn~
”«~~m7 Dresss Color of Hair: . Eyes: 2
. Directiong for use of SQctidné 111 to NI. ‘
,'hA'brief judgmental“étatement supported by evidenge ,
- ghould describe the child's present:lgvels of function-
ing. For example, Lisa's vocabulary 3s extensive and
° ‘superier as seen in her use of words ike cooperate,
< refuse and rely., She uses pronouns, subject and verb
forms correctly, ®.g. "I can’t rely on you at all.” Her
. enunciation is distinct with the exception of the.letter,
, "b" which she pronounces more like "v".
' III. GOGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT: '
g . ) Lang’ugge: : . ’ , , ‘ .
‘. oo "~ _Vocabulary: (extent and complexity of words ysed)
7/ ) ! * o

Synfaxg~(gpamﬁatical structure)
1 Speeqﬁn (clarity, distortions) = -
[ ot € N \ N

‘. Knowledge-Concepts:

.+ Genera informations

\ Number:

o = . Cplor: o . e ] : , , .

Shape: ' "u C . _ o . o

Size: L v o

Space: - L ' /

, Timeg =~ - ' . w

2 Others ,~ 0 . i S5
T R \ .

. % . Kttentions

‘Problem Solvings S Los ! .o
L .Ab1l11t \ﬁb.find solutions to new situations:
R ! : ~ AN . . -
. o . Use of materials: . s
o . ' oL,
o , Object assembly and disassembly:(ability to
1 e  put ‘thirigs together and takg.them apart.)

o . '

-

o

:
. s . o
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JUDCC?NTAL.SUMMARY EVALUATION OF -CHTLDREN'S FUNCTIONINGg

@ | ’ ' ] % o | 3 < - ’ 1. »
1v, SYCHOMOTOR DiVELOPMENT :
: e P4 E /
—————— - ~ Gross-Motor Controls \
: v Climbing, hopping, . runnlng. skipplng. throwing ‘
. ball, alternating, feet, body im~ge in relation
to obgects in space. :
Fine Motor Control: . ) . = -
‘Picks up sméll obaects: e -
' f
Pincer control. (use of foreflnger and thumb)
¥. ~  AFFECTIVE DEVELQPMENT:
: ( Socials:
o : ﬁrlends (one frlend, many. none, lone)
- S
A (//Crﬁﬁi Part1c1pat1on-(1nterest~1n activities)
o Peer and adult relatlo shlps (1eadersh1p.olndependent.
/ . . o deperident) ..
‘Edotional: RN
' CooperatIVe/compllant (happy. outg01n y emotionally
S stable).
N Anper/deflance (hostlle. bossy. tantrums)
0?’ . Apa}hy/W1thdrawal (sad unhapwy. sedentary)
I i . ) 0 o " v ] . . L
. VI, CREATIVITY: = - o i
/ flusic LB B R ‘ a |
’ Rhythms " .. ' - i ‘;r’
Dramatrc ‘Tlay e.l ' /fx : .
/ b K a1~ ’ SRS CL .
’\v' ' NIA Y L N * . . N !
VII- gl'l H ‘ *
B Brief hléhllghts of chlld%s present functioning
L * . level as described in report above. » -
q ¢ . K ! ”, ’ ]
VIII. RECQMMENDATIONS: _ - o
: Whpt changes - are 1ndlcated° : ~ e
- 2/ )
. ' > " What should be contlnued strengthened° .
(s ; \.‘ B ..__,(\;? ) » al.V ‘] “
. A '\. o . ‘l. \g,‘
//- j . q » »
O lec 6/74 '
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. S R Chapter IV )
" - DIDACTIC MODULE | .
’Projectg . o /

_dbjectives: .1. ‘The core training program will provfde'knowi- '

edge and competency in: l
, s . :

2

a) "understanding differences in the growth
and development of preschool children
in cognitive, motor, and affective.domains
DY . - “
I1. Extend and utilize-existing on-and off-campus
resources in the training for the new careers
, a) .enrich training through utilization of
. various department faculties and resources

Y 4
~¢) -utilize the on-campus multimedia audio
, visual departmeént. T :

-7 »

IV. Conduct in-service training programs fok _
_resident staff, public and private preschooll.

‘ " teachers, and administrators. '

’ v : / 3 ‘ . . //‘

.

n «

o

'] H

Introduction ' . . o

T L /\;’e._ 4 / .
The California State requirements for teaching in Vicensed
! private preschools and tax suppofted programs such as p lic:
- 5chouwl ‘early childhood programs range [from a minimum of 12 units
. of specified university coursework to a baccalaureate /degree
plug cwo credengials (e.g. Standard and Specialist n Early .
Childhood). The vast -differences in preparation pr equisites’
needed to teach-in preschools in. California bewildered the stu-

dents selecting ¢areers in the,field. The uncertain state of .

v ‘the credential requirements also led to confusion /among those

..+ "~ a teaching ctedential alsb. . 7

o ¥ ﬂSt;u:ugy 1.0\ Coursewdrk - Cﬁild Developpent Major /

« 0 P .
L ’.obtalning.a-baccalaureate degree as this wo

designing- training -programs. Since California pgﬁlic schools
‘ are anticipating enrolling’ children at four yeizs of age, plus

. moving toward greaterintegration of.children ‘wi

thé trainees iffthe project were encouraged -

th .handicaps,
Q/ prk‘toward
1d/ increase their
it them to gbtain

career optiong. The B.4A or B.S. would’ per

¥ . 'g 0.5,1' P . ’ ( ' . L4
4 ' » v

- ) ., \ , 0 . . '//, .
The® didactic components of the. tr injhg program Were;

. o, " . .

’ v

o

2

9

e




A

tied to.the cdmpétencié‘fgpeéified~ih‘the Débelopmental'TeachePA~ //

. therefore’ had taken .or were obfaining the minimum course pre-

¥

Gomipetency Checklist.  Fyr cxample, the’ didactic thodules cori-
systed of designdted univarsity courses, gpecial- lectures, '
dio visual materials, cohferences, tutorials, and assigned
d Suggested readings. .\ -’ e ' S

. % ’ . - :, 4 X . ot ) e /o .

. # aes oo . L ) L /et

) The analysis of ‘the majo s’ of the Developmental Assistants
showed that the majority were \Child Development majors and
requisites required by ‘the proj ¢t .in -the seléction of candi- '
dates (See Table 4). . -~ -\ ‘o o e

Afﬁajor in Home Economics at \California State University,

' Northridge, provides an optipn (specialization) in Child Develop-.
‘ment. In the Fall of 1971 a new interdisciplinary major in
‘Child Development was initiated involving the'departments of

Home Ecopomics, Educatibén, Recreation, Psychology, Physical Ed-
ucation:(Art, Chicano-Studiés, and Music. The. new major stim-’
ulated increased interest in careers in ‘early childhood programs

‘and offeredsstudents wishing to.enter the field.a choice of
- undergraduate majors.: .. - ° . - SRR . .

- At the ﬁ}eseht time‘(Spring 19755 alﬁost 500 students are

in the HomeiEconomics.ChiLd-Deve}opment option,

. enfolled in the Child Development major and approximately 30

", The courses (%igﬁre‘lS)'included“in the, Cpild ﬁévelopméﬂt
major were the result of the'deliberatiops and research con-

ducted by university committees 6ver a period of several years. _ <
"The program was reviewed, evaluated, and revised in the foux .

years since its inception by thé various'departments involved

in the major. L : ,
/ , A o B o .

"6/ . . :! FlgM LA v\'.\‘,
| CHILD DEVELOPMENT ~ ., . [~

Child Development/ is an:interdistiplinaty major that-
focuses on the biological, social, psychalogical ‘and education- -
al foundations of*chjld behavior and development. ~ The program
include¥ the study ¢f normal and atypical/9eve¥ppment~with a
focus on:early chil hood. : ' v /) ‘

e -/
Lower Divisié¢n Requirements: R BN
: e : - -t : Units -/
PsychoYogy 250 (General Psychology) 3 L

or/ * = v N
Biolq"y 281 (Human Physiolog&)

- . .
: 3 N L }
B s )

,,,,,
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Uppcr Diviqion - The corce prhpram is rcquired of all

.‘, “child d(m;lnpm(nl lnlnrq

o

Units_ .

Child Dévelopment............ e ! 7-9

Select one of the following - ’
Home Economics 330.

‘ (Child Growth and Development I) 3)

~ Home Economics 335. -

(Prenatal and Infant Development) (3)

Psychology 413, . -

(Current Trends in’'Child Bsychology) (4)
Select ohe/of the folloWing.

Home Economics 431 and 431L.- ’

(Child Growth and Development II) (4)

Psychology 313 and 313S. , A

(DeVelopmental Psychology) ) 5).
Child, Family and Community Relations....?. 3
Select one qf-the following:’

» Home Economics 432. R
(Child ir the. Family) (3)
Sociology 459. »
(Child Welfare) & . | v
Anthropology 305: ‘ :
(Culture and Personality) ' (3)

« Soeiplogy 305. -

(Culture and. Personality) (3)

, Anthropology-308.

(Women in’ Culture) (3)
-Creative Experiences for Young Children:. 9
Select three of the fé&llowing: N

Art 383. . : .

(Art for Early Chiﬁdhood) (3)

Chicano Studies 480 '

(Children's iterature in Latin _America.

in Translation) . (3)

Drama "373 :

(Creative Dramatics) ‘ (3)

‘English 328: , . /

- (Childrgen's Literature) ) (3)

© Music 362.

Music, for Early ChlldhOOd) (3)

sical Education 370.-

(ngsical Education f0r Early Childhood) (3)

“Recreation 305, _

(Dynamics of Early Childhood Play) (3)

”‘ lyl t * /r Y
’, / , o

4 77 ayn 0‘ 4 "‘

.\. N N 4 . .o ' < _.
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. ' ' + v
Q i ‘ o X
- - - . Units
’ .Dynami&s;of'Le7%ning and Individual _
Behavior ........: R, . e . 79 .

- Select one of the following: - o~
Psychology 302. " ‘ e

Human ‘Learning in the Formative Years)® (4)
Psychology 350 and 3305, - ; X .
(Prifciples of,Learning) . (5)
+Psychology 412. . -

(AdVanced Developmental fevchology) - (4)
. -~ Psychology 462. \
(Development of Language and’ Thought) (4)

Anthropology 409A. . S , -
' _(Problems in Language and Culture) . (3) °, .
Select one of the fallrwipa. - W s
_ -~ Psychology 406. - : S g o
‘ (Meﬁtal.gqficiency) . =, s (4)
. Psychology 310. oy . o -
. (Behavior Disorders) : N O
Communicative Disorders 462.
%  (Language Development and Language : !
- Disorders)y - oo ., (3)

Physical Education 328.
(Structural and Motor Disabilities ”
of-Children) , (3)

Seminars ........ e e I 6 -
. Every student is required to complete a
~Junior and a Senior Seminar. . v

Child Develdpment, 396. : . ' T -
(Proseminar in Child Development) , (3)

- ' Child Development 496. . Co

t T (Seminar in Child Devélopment) - .. (3)

w ‘Electives: S . . - S ¢

, . B .
K : o . L

t Do . ®n consultation with and approval from an

L / , , adviser, 'the student will select twelve units

o ' of electives relevant to the discipline of
Child-Development. ¢* Student may elect to. )
choose -all the 12 unjts in one &f the approved
disciplines or from several, disciplines accord-’

i: . ) . , 1ing to his'caregrngoais. N “
/. ", 1.1 Student Feedback on Coyrse Work’ LTl
TR °  puring the first year of the project, the feedback |
’ - from the, Dévelopmental Assistants indicated that their course

work was not, ‘providing sufficient knowledge about the specific

. . .
. . . 78 . .
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> -t . - . . T -
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" didactic ‘itnput.

.obtaining student preferences in te

‘informativh-*to make changes appx

{ 4 . o 24t .
%" N . . ) iy . . R
Strategy'3?0D'Readinsé§f;naepeﬁdeht Study. - N 3 '

o

. ) c s Yl
kiqu of disébili{ieS‘yHich they were ehcountering in the " .
children in their preschool laboeratory classes. Feaxs were - -
expressed by some of the _trainces_ that their #l'ack of knowledge AN

."‘of,the child's disability might delay the child’s development/.

Reasgurances,from'bhe Project staff were inadequate to over-.
come the trainees' and Head Teachers' feélings of inadequacy.’
Feelings 'of adequacy and positivg@attitudes in working. with

children with' disabilities were seen as . key factors in the’

development.of teachers’ competent to work in the ‘Integrated
preschool setting. THerefore, a $ystematic -approach was inkti-
ated’ to increase the confidence of the staff through additional

® . L3
. . . L9 ' - N T v . ¥
Strategy 2.0 Student C0urse»Expectgwions Study .
@ o . / B . )

& Y

: . A study was undertakén- in the Fall-of 1972 to determine
the -students’' expectations in the didgctie courses they were

/

undertaking in the 'Home Economics -Department. A “Course Ex-

pectations’ questionnaitre (Figure 16) was developed, consist-

. ing of .a total -of,nineteen statementg in the &reas of style

of teaching,_ course content, course eutcomes, and grading
policiess “The questigmmaire was administereé to 833 under-

. graduate and graduate ‘students (primarily female) ip general e
- education: courses and those designed for majors offered by the

Department of Home Economics at CSUN. The courses used in the
study were'in areas of Child Growth and Development, Marriage,
and Family Relations, Textiles, ‘and Nutrition. = - S ' -7

[N

Exaluation'of'Cou%se)Exbectations Questionnaire -

The résults indicated ‘that the éreatest‘consedsus occurred . -

in the areas of .teaching style and grading. Students derwhg;W1

ingly wanted resource speakers brought in to thé.class, -appro-
priate audio visual media, and the grading poli¢y for the course
‘éompination?of Iect%res and discussions., . : L Ve

Ihe"Cé%rSe,Expegtationd"qﬁestionna{fg provided a method for,
ms of ‘course’ ¢onduct and -
content early in the semester. “professor could ut::i.l‘iz‘e.t:hi.s"’sy

riate to°that particulay group
for the usual end of- semester

]

of studemts rather than wait}
evaluations. 3 - 3/ -

/ . "

A N ! : : ) .o
Specjal readin ¢/ were suggested' to the presthool staff on
an individual basj /by tHe Project and Clinical Directors..to,
assist in prpviﬁ%ﬂg_additip@@l knowlgdge'iﬁ-the'areas of
4-/57. . .,,,l‘;/"’ '7:; ) A ’ AR ) ": i "; @ e
Y ) , 79 ¢ . o
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stated at the beginning of the semester. They also preferred a .
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.~ on Deafness, CSUN

~

- tomparative normal and atypical development: Readings &f cur- |
"rent jourhal articles, books, and absttacts wene‘recommended

on the basjis of the expressed concerns about certain disabili-
ties (See Bihliography). . . ) : :

4

w—
1

& .

R ‘ . ' ’ . ...'ﬁ ." . L . }
étratqu,&?o Pre- and In-service Didactic Input from o oty

! On-Campus Resources”

i
¢ h

,Beforexthe design of, the Developmental Teacher Competency
Checklist- (DTCC), special traininy, needs were assesséd informal-
ly and appropriate ihterventionsascheduled. The emergence of -~

the DTCC permitted a more systematic approach to. the training ..

needs of the Developmental Head Teachers and Assistants. ,The
DTCC was administered at- the beginning of the semester, "to
provide the' direction and content of needed pre- ahd in«ngyioe.
traiqingﬁ . ° " . N 8. -

LY
o a

4.1 Lectures and Workshops . = o« .-

\{

. N . . . o . R
v The publicity given to the integrated ca-
reers project helped create interest in the propram among the
different University campus departmepts. Cooperation Wwas
sought and forthcoming from expert:s‘ the various-faculties
Qn campus.:- The training sessions © *ered to the, project De-
velopmental Assistant's and ‘Preschool staff by cooperating
- faculty members .included lectures and demonstrAtions. At
least one staff meeting a month wag .set aside for an invited
lecturer from on- or off-campus resources., Examples of the
nature of the presentations given to the staff by on-campus

resources follow: v
o S . ' RS SN
Person . Topic Purpose . \
Dr. Molly -Gorelick, Understanding * Several séssionﬁ.were >
Project Director Developmental conducted by the Project

» . _ Disabilities Director .to describe

i

' Lo 2 various handicaps and ro’
' answer  the trainees’ :
- questions relative <o~

- the mentally réparded"
) , . » and other dtsabilities
. . . . ' .represented in _the in- *  °
- SN T e, tegrqtedaprogfhm. .
Dr. Ray’ Jones. .Teaching the Chairman of Center on
Director of Center Deaf Child Deafness discussed work:=

ing tae develop .oral |
language and finger spell-
ing and signing for the
profoundly deaf child in

the prdpram, e

-
‘
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tor of CSUN Speech ‘ ' Clinic. ,
 Clinic. - : : . L BN
. : ! ' : 0 P
Loretta Friedman, The Selection A demonstration and dis-
* Clinical Director and Administra-  cussion was conducted
L * tion of Tests by concerning appropriate
R : the Preschool ° tests for teachers to.
. ' Teacher. <. | administer at the pre-
Ty~ e " school level, such as

. l"
give students greater opportunity to meet the entire faculty

il .. N .
i ‘. g ENN N
Voo RN .*,-y:h}ﬁ’%? o :
. . IR RN S
. . el ~
3 ME b P . R I . b
’ . i

Mr. Brad Smith, The Blind Child . Counselot on campus = °
Counselox, CSUN - in the Preschool® allayed fears: that the’
T s . .integrated program does o
not pyovide sufficient v
K _ specialization for' the °
’ - blind child. Discussed
. : - perspnal experiences as’
- an individual who is '/ h
’ : blind. o S

.

Dr. Elaine Hannah, Speech Therapy Feedback was given con- , .
Professor of Progres$ Report cerning the children in ~
Communicative Dis- %h\ ' ~ thé program who were
orders and Direc-- “attending the Speébh '

]

_ > the Brenner, Burks,
o ‘ . " Peabody-, Boehm, Vineland,
L ) » i Ve and Gorelick's Clinical

b o Observation Techniqués.

-

4.1.1 Br ’ Bag.Lunéh Rap Sessions
: : o Browanég Lunch Rap‘Sessions with

students and Home Economics-Child Development faculty were.

added in the 1973-74 period. . _ ' .

N 1

The rap sessions were planned to -

involved in Early Childhood and to -discuss thgir interests, .
concerns, careers, and questions related to the development of
childreh with and without disabilities. ‘ :

: : . : Informal meetings were'giranged

monthly. The sessions were held on the patio at the Preschool

Laboratory. The Home Ecohomics faculty announced these ses-

'sions to their classes. . S S Lo '
L

Evaldatioh.of Brown Bag Lunch Kap Sessions. N

-

v ’

The.expectation that.students would enjoy and participate -
in an opportunity to meet informally with faculty. and Preschool
Lab and Project, staff in the Browr Bag:Lunch Sessions was not
completely fulfilled. .The attendance varied from large to very
small numbers of studdnts. However, ‘when questioned about the
value ‘of *the sessions, the students overwhelmingly supported

81
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'”their‘cOntinuaﬁCe.

Strategy 5:0 Audio«Vis

{

ual Soﬁtwére ) L .

PR " ' pata from the

materials to enhance

A From the onset of

] Audio Visual Department provided assistance to the
: use of
Visual Department assisted theé [Project
4 . materials
, : . was also most cooperative in n

-+ gtaff in the loan and
some .special project

] .. any new
ties which had come to

""Course Exﬁedtations",quéstipnnaire indicat-

ed a,strong student preference for ‘the use of audio visual
didactic lectures. : “

the proj’ct to its completion, the
preschool’

and films. The:Audio
Staff in photographing .
The Audio Visual Department.

equipment

tifying the Project taff of
films or materials dealling with children wi h disabili-
their attention. : . '

Y — a |
j T 5.1 Film Viewiqg : - e
: ‘ﬁ. % . . Special film viewing sessions fior the .
. , trainees and staff were arranged when a particuilar film could .
assist ‘in answering questions|.or when an appropriat and out-

standing film was bei
(Figure-.17), develope
Deficiency, Region II,

3 . “trainees to obtain their evalliations of the films.

previewed on campus. A rating form
by the/ American Associatiori on Mental

Annual| Film Festival was pro ided the
Some of:

the Eilms (See Film Biblidgrephy) given very good t"excellent
. o , > , o

ratings ;were: )

- N

- 2)
>
- )
‘ S . L5
‘ \ 6)

!

b

|9
)

- ‘ 9)
AT X :

A The ‘Developmental
: P . University's outstandi

Lo retarddtion and other
» .

" preview rooms in the Audio Yisual Department to

L \

e '
. |~ - ‘ o : e
Aids |for Teaching the Mental?y Retarded -
A €hild is-a Child \

fsﬁﬁweadylMoﬁT‘A}e\Yo$2 |
_Ke&iﬁ-is Four o

;T%%éi Commuﬁiéation.
Bgﬁévior:ModificatiOp:V Teaching
La%guage to Psychoti® C@ildrgn

- Janet is a Little Giwl

-

Graduation )
Painting ié(ffving

Assidtants were encouraged to use the
view the

ng dollection of films about mental
dis%bilities.
-

b4
.

..
e . ¥
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; Figune ﬁZ |
. ' FILM EVALUATION

. ) . 1 - \ Lo
-~ TITLE OF FILM ' L

PLEASE RATE AS FOLLOWS: (1) Very Poor: (2) Poo£ o
. (3) Average (4) Good .
‘ (5) Excellent

I. Content ! -
ITI. Interest .
I1I. Film Technigue r :

IV. This film is appropriate for: . \

i
T »

a. Profesﬁionals only |
b. Nen-professionals , ‘ )
¢c. Both A and B \

V. Your.free/associative comment concerning this
. selection: ) 3

-

5.2 Film Production

<!

_ Since no film dealing with the attitudes of
teachers toward the integration of preschool children was avail-
able, the Project Director, in cooperation with, professional
film makers who donated their services, undertook the production
of a short 16émm film in this area. The film, titled "A Child -
is a Child", was.completed and released in 1972. The film dealt
with one of the major premises of the project: the basic generic
knowledge, skills, and attitudes needed:to teach "normal" child-
ren are applicable to children with disabilities. It also at-
tempted .to expose myths that have evolved about some "special"
or '"magical" skills needed to teach children with disabilities.
The film emphasized the similarity between all children while
noting the differénces that make each child unique.

L3

5.3 Slides and Photographs 3&

The axiom that a-éingle picture is worth a
thousand words was borne out by the positive reactions from
trainees, colleagues, and community to the visual materials.

: A series of slides were produced to portray
the program of the Presch ol Laboratory and to improve the
understanding of childre with developmental disabilities.

-

-~ 83 )
X Ff()




1

o

Also desipned were a sel
uscelful to teachers In des
child with developmental

‘. on ,‘
? , =
of alides to cxplaln basic concepts
Tpntng, Tearning, nppnrlunitlpﬂ‘fnr'lhc
disabilities. Scts of slides develop-
Inteprated Program Activi-

od were: "The Preschool Laboratory:
ties', "Clagsification of Concep
“Anomalies Associated with Menta
the produc
the key components in the
Childhood Programs' was also undertaken.

Tets submitted with this final report are
Making: Integrat
Teaching: Early

t Representation
1 Retardation".

tion of booklets which would graphically summarize
project 'Careers

ed Early Childhood Prpgrams

Schema", -and _
In addition,

in Integrated Early
Photographic book- .
"A Teachér in the
" and '"Recipes for
ing Children with

" eBildren with disabilities.

Childhood Programs Intagrat
Disabilities", :

Evaluation of Audio Visual Software : ‘ /
; . y
The film "A Child is a Chil
not only the training purposes O
agencles and gschools embarking on a prggram of integrating /
its reledse was particularly yﬁmely
directed to inc¢lude children with di;%bili~
and used the film for in-scrvice training
became an integral part of the projeéct's .
training program on campus and was widely used for the ‘dissem-
ination of the project's purposes. The overall feedback from
the trainees and staff was positive on the value of the films:
and slides in clarifying their knowledge of particular develop- .
mental disabilities and further validated the high ratings .
given to the use of A/V materials in the'Course Expectations' . | '
questionnaire. Those films which contained practical sugges-

/s
d" was well réceived and served .
f the project but the many. /“ ’

since Head Start was
ties in its program,
of staff. The film

.. <.tions for handling special problem areas Or curricula gg%eived

the highest ratings.

project indicates that carefully -
1 aids of excellent technical
be effective media foér increas-
ld#en with
R

The expetience in this
selected films and other visua
quality and content appear to
ing knowledge and improving attitudes toward chi
dgvelopmental disabilities. ~ : .

“

Strategy 6.0 Off-Campus Resourcés

. L4
The summary of the various self-evaluation instruments
provided the guidelines for organizing the series of monthly
in-service tectures, Distinguished Lecturer presentations,
and discussions which tapped off-campus resources.
, .
At the outset of the.training, the areas of needed input
identified most frequently by the individual trainees and the
group as a whole were: S

Lo
h

[
14

|
10%

-

L 3
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hd . : ® S B fer

Y e e . ' A .
- a) how to mydify ingpp%ppriate social behavior
b) how to inifiate léngﬁﬁge in a non-speaking child

.¢)- how to work-with épecffic disabilities “such as
mental retardation, blindness, and deafness

d) what types of assessment® instruments and methods

k 'f were appropriate for the; pregchool child '
‘ e) how to involve ‘and counsel parents

g £). what qualities emplovers of presehool teachers

L . : were seéking. 5

' 6.1 Distinguished Lecthrer and Video Tape Series
. ‘. ~ - Beginning in 1972-7;¥*€o enrich the content .
of the didactic courses offered the students in the area of ,
Lhild Development and to provide information in the areas in o
which students wanted more input, the project staff in coopera-
tion with the faculty of the Department' of Home Economics imiti-
ated a "Distinguished Lecturer Serjes'. A total of 19 lectures
were scheduled from Spring 1973 to Spring 1975. ' The audience
rdanged in size from approximately 150 to 250 persons, For the ’

special nine video taped lecture sessiogz in Spring 1975, the

audience ranged from 40 to 60 (See Appgndix D ). In addition
: to the students and staff, invitations were sent to other
: professionals includihg public and private pres¢hool teachers :
-and administrators. From four to eleven distinguished lectur- .
ers a year were brought to campus starting in the 1972-73 proj--
ect period and continuing throughout the project. The lectufers
were delected for thelr outstanding achievements in the fielg
of developmental disabilities and early childheod development.
~ The series served to provide additional insight into the needs °
" of children with special problems and to pinpoint local and )
—grasg resources available to them! During the Spring 1975
2r nine distinguished lecturers were invited and their
lectured were video taped in order to add to the project's
video tape library. A major consideration in organizing the
video tape library was the potential that the video taped le¢- ¢
tures offered for individualized or small group instruction.
The vides* tapes could be re-run by a student who might want , .
further study of -the lecture content. The tapes will be- made
available to community‘agencieiiand gchools. - : .

N
@

~ .
- 6.2 Lectures and Workshops ..o

- a The bringing in of off-campus resdurces per- .
sons or specialists to speak to the trainees and staff atreg-.
ularly scheduled once-a-month staff meetings was an integral
~part of the training program and whs initiated at the outset of. e

v

- - * o -

85




. A ) - ‘ i . .
: .
: L]
- L / . B . s
= . ¢ ~ @ : & ’

‘-‘ . . . . = . ‘. . )
o the projgét.- Although thejg,weré members "of ,th& project staff
. - and on-campus faculty who possessed expertise sifpilar to or
., greater than some of the outside, resources’ staff advice did r
not seem to have the impact that obtaining information from o
sutgide" experts seemed to provide. The facetious definition .
of an expert as someong who.comes from miles awdy (varies with
the storyteller) appeared to hdve some validity in fhis project.
‘ A sample of topics and lecturers invited to the monthly -
staff meetings follows: o Jooe :
N A T~ k - ’ * ,’/"/ ) *
’ ) . . . X -t . /
/ﬁ | Person - ‘ . Topic S Pufg?%e ' .
' Dr. Murfay Gray, ~ How Preschool '“fécussicﬂ of the |
Clinifal Psychologist® Teachers can /2£rengchg dnd weak-
8 . . “ N Assess Children/ nasses.of assessment -
e . TN " ‘ _ o // procedures. Feedback -« -
' g . / - given, to-the teachovs .
;) LA T/ about -the childrén’'s« .
\ . * e i test results:and their - .
o Loow oy +/ +  implicatiens. - B
{; . . g : 0% . 13 . A ] . : .
i . .o e oY Vo R . "
. . . Mrs. Ray K. Maltz, ‘ Parertts' In- - Discussign of parent. |
o / Secial Worker for Y volvemeqt. in . conference techniques
" Special Trainingge . ,the Education and how to interpret
Program at ) %of thdir Young * the child's progréss
Exceptional Child- ‘Child.. « . Hr ldack of it.
. ren’s Foundation : . . - ) : “
S o ) ¢ /
: - i X ,‘ kN qé*'. ‘ / . ¢ 4 ’
« Mr. Don'Eleming, ° Managemen df Discussion of various
.- Psychiatric.Socigl ; Preschool - methods of providing*®
, Worker, Qirecto%ﬂoff Children with - therapeutic exXperiences
“Julia Ann Sipger . .. Emotional - forxchiddren. . :
Psychiatric Nursery - Problems. ..
» : : ° L A A B .
- Directors of, ¥ ‘Competencies " Discpgsion°of criteria .
- / .Community Preschools Sought in Pre-  for hiring and rating
. : . school Teachers  staff, and career op-
e . . o portunities in early
. g ; o #thi ldhood. .
h F 'Y » ) @ o . )

T © o
B .
4 o

Dr. ‘Rosemarie Swallow, Learﬁing Oppor- Acquisicion&of language

~ . R

Professor, Specifl tunities fbr : and cognitive concepts
Educatien, California the Blind Child. by the blind and part-
State University, tally sighted voung =
Los Angeles S child. e
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A o p
. *Dr. Howard Grey, Speech'anﬁ ‘chiyitacing language
_* Director of Community Language Devel- evelopment in young
‘Speech and Hearing opment in the - children. ,
Center, Encino. » Preschool Years.
. . ) - .':':, ' \sf{k% .
‘s Dr. Russell Sands, mifsiffé¥ential Pemonstration of a
 Kennedy Child Study Developmental differential develop- |
Center. ' Diagnosis. mental diagnosis be-
s ’ ; - tween a normal child
and a retarded child.
" Provision of informa-
tion about the services
’ ‘ . -, offered mentally re-
s . ’ tarded ‘and their
‘ "families.
Mr. Jack Gold, Public School ‘Discussion of Los
* Counselor, Leichman Resources for- Angeles School System
School for The ! Childyen with provisions for child-
Trainable Mentally . . Disabilities. ren with social needs.

Retarded. ‘May Greene,
Counselor, West .-
~ Valley School for The
-~ Retarded. -

6.2.1 Professional Conferences

4

: ok An effort was made throughout the
project to familiarize the trainees with the continuing educa-
tion in the field provided by various professional organizations.
Recommendations were made for participation by at- least one or
: more trainees or staff members in conferences dnd workshops or-
.. _ganized by various professional groups and agencies in the field

- "of early childhood and developmental disabilities. The person

-, or persons attending the conference presented a report of their

experiences to the total staff. .

.

<

Some of the conferences attended were: °

California Association for the Education of
Young Children (CAEYC)

~Southern California Association for the
Education for Young Children (SCAEYC)

American Association on Mental Deficiency,
Region II (AAMD) ;
e
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e \‘\,:i 4
Council for‘Exceptional Children (CEC) X\ .
2 ’ University of Califoernia, Loé Angelces \\\ '
R -~ . . (UCLA) Autism Workshop oot AN

. N

American Association on Mental Deficiency‘(AAMD)\hnd‘v
University of Southern California (USC) Film Festi@a{ )

»
Ve
e

. '/ - “Evaluation of Didactic Program
o ¢

. One of ther most enthusiastically received ‘components of
~ .the training program was the use of specialists and Distinguish-
,ed Lecturers for ‘“he in-service training. Results of the gtudent <
Course Expectation'questionnaire which highly rated’ the inclu-

gion of resourceispgakegs was 4lso validated.

" The phenomenot of the greatén\aésimilation of knowledge
. received from a source jidentified an "outside speaker' should
‘ be examined further in special studi 3

“ The experience of this project indicates that if one is
dealing with trainees or teachers who are insecure about their
competencies, in particulldr teacher/child relationships, it ‘
would bg beneficial to bring in outside specialists to reassure .
| _ them that there are no magic, packaged, or easy solutions. Out-
} . side ‘speakers may also reinforce the concept that basic princi-
ﬁ ples of learning, growth, and developmént are applicable to
children with disabilities. e : .

It should be noted that students will suggest or’ respond
affirmatively to the establighment of certain actiyities to en-
rich their knowledge and then fail to participate 1n these same
activities when they are implemented. : i

p ' ¢




v ‘ S Figure 16 - v -

‘ . __Molly C. Gorelick
{PLEASE COMPLETE: California?”state University,’ quthrifige~

Course_ * C ’

Current Class Level E . .

Freshman .

Sophomore . ; . ,

Junior . t .

Senior _ ’ oo

~ Graduate A : A ; i

Unclagsified j : . ;

Major “ “ _ o /

Age at Nearest Birthday 1 |

18 22-24

19 25-29

20 30-34

21 35-40

. 41 & over

Sex .

Female Male o
For each of the following statements, 6 strongly agree )
circle the number in the right margin 9 agree i
that indicates your -reaction to the 4 not sure but probably agree
statement. Circle according to the 3 not sure but probably disagree
following guide. -~ 2 disagree

. - 1 strongly disagree

1. I would prefer lectures By the Professor with 6 5 & -3

-  a minimm of class discussion.

-

2. I would prefer primarily class discussiornsl 6 5 4 3
3. I would prefera combination of 1and 2. 6 5 4 3
4. T would prefer position ando&:her paperé *6 5 4. 3

prepared by and presented by individual
students. Y v '

5. I would prefer organized student group | _ 6 5 4 3

+ “presentations (g.g. panels).

6. T believe resource speakers would be worth- 6 5 4 3

while bringing into lecture to the class.

7. Appropriately selected media such as films, 6 5 4 .3

. and tapes add to the interest of the course

8, T would like the class divided into g::mjps 6 5 4 3

with gimilar interests for the purposé of .’

Q 7z brainstorming, "and encounter sessions. - b
ERIC™ e e |
' 'Full Text Provided by ERIC ////, . . ) 8 9 [ ]
ya : , :




. 16.

14. Basic scientific knowledge and data- 6 b 4
in this field. . I ‘ , :
15. How and where tb obtain information « 6 5 4

[ very
 presént knowledge of the course content.

-%

/ . , Flpure 16\(éoﬁc1uded)

Page 2 e

I believe a pret:es/t should be giYen at the 6 5 4
begimming to assess the s t's T .

. p:.zdents should be completely free to - 6 5 4
: sue their own interests in the course. . o
1.’ The basis for assigning grades should be 6 5 4
clearly. designat:ed by the pf‘ofessor at the :
begimning .of the semester. -
. Students should be pemﬂ.tted to assign ‘ .6 5 4

themselves grades.

. Joint decision(of professor and student -~ 6 5 4

on assignment of grades. . -

OUTCOMES YOU WOULD LIKE TO ACQUIRE FRQM THIS COURSE

¢

and data in this field.

Primarily agplied ﬁnctiaml knowledge 6 5 4
and practices. .

17. Combination of scientific and applied 6 5 &4
* knowledge. - »

18. Broad overview of key *oncepts in the field 6 5 4

*19. Motivation to learn more about the field. TS 4

MDGLec 1/75
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Project

Objectives: L{‘T

-

w

. JAYR

Introduction

1ife,

" e) changing preéériptiona based on%systemati@

BRI (1

Chapter.v

PRACTICUM MODULE N .
he -core training program will provide knowledge -
and?competency in: h » .

b) employing standardized measures and degign-
- ing clinical instruments for assessing pre~
and post-intervention bghaviogs ’

c) conetnuéting beﬁaﬁioral objectives for'gfoﬁps
. and individual children -

d) ﬁreacribiﬁg appropriate ‘learning oppbrthni-
ties for groups and individual children -

~

asg®ssment . h

.f) designing -innovative materials and methods

“ fbr use with preschool children of varying
abilities ‘ _ : S

g) maintaining adequate records .

a

. P A
h) , budgeting and purchasing parsimoniously

\ for 'the program

i) Econdﬁcting pafégt conferences -and involving
parents in the program. )

. Extend and utilize existing on- and off;éampus

resources in the training for the new careers:

. -

b) provide .field experierices to on- and off-
campus day care centers, private and public
preschpols, and clinics. ) X .

Conduct in-service tfaining programs for resi-

dent staff, public and private preschool teach-

ers, and -administrators.

-

". .- that edueation which does not occur through forms of
forms that are worth living for their own sake, is ngays

+

- . -
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‘project staff ‘to sedk.

‘ed in formal university course work.

ﬂvStrategy l.b .Difect Classroom Experience

.

A

.2 poor substitute for. the genuine reality, and tends to cramp

and ‘to deaden." (Dewey, Education Today, 1940, p.7) :

The recognition hat verbalized behavior is not a suffi-
clent condition for(effective teaching (Sarason, 1962) led-the
acticum opportunities and field place-
se the trAinees to a variety of reality ,
experiences, - It was \hypothesized that direct involvement in
the day-to-day work of\the integrated clagssroom by the Develop-
mental Assistants would challenge them to become independent
professional problem solvers., Thus, a basic core of ‘practicum

ments ‘which would ex

~‘and field experiences-were organized to provide the opportunity

to apply, experience, and question the didactic knowledge gain-
‘Combs -(1965) noted that
those involved in teacher training supported the basic assump-
tion that-all students are not at the same level of ability or
competence. Through the initial assessment (Teacher Assessment

‘Profile, TAP) of each trainee, a profile of the strengths and ~

weaknesses of .each candidate” was obtained. This information -
was then used to modify the basic training inputs to-match each
individual's profile of competencies. : ‘

. . . P . v . .

The practicum was divided Léto strategies for the purpose
of identifying and organizing the components of the trdaining:
program. The settings for the practicum and field experiences
consisted of a combination af the on-campus Preschool Labora-
tory and off-campus ‘schools and ageneiep. —

. Depending: upon. the Dedeiopmentaf Aséiaténc's background
and ability, -the .trainee was gradually phased into the assump-
tion of total responsibility for the management of the classroom.
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opportunities, the .time period was a
to match the progress of each trainee.

a

P

“In addi;%on to varying the sequence ‘of direct participation -
1SO‘exqgnded:or shortened

¢

-

] ’ . . é
- The ‘tedcher behaviors sought in the direct classroom:parti-
‘ / cipatiop strategy were outlined in - thé project objectives wand
: Dévelop&eﬁtal Teacher Competency Checklist (DTCC). In addition,
/ © " .a set of guidelires titled "Teacher as a Facilitator" (Figure 18)
- was used to designate teacher/child'ﬁnteraction goals whiche
- were congruent with the school's philosophy. As facilitators,
- the* trainees were to‘encouYage‘chilﬂren in: asking questions, '
. problem S$olving, positive social relationships, language usage,
¢ Lawarenessyof body image, and creativity. Evidenge that: the
.“trainceés were’acting 'as facilitators for these poals was obtain-
- ed through their documenting specific examples of their imple-

. mentation. The trainee's role as a facilitator: was incorporated

. in"all the Strategy 1.0 components.  _ y o ¢,
" " . : 1.1 Observation J o

- .

Q‘,A

A , The trainees +all had one or more courses

~which involved direct observation in the Laboratory School prior
~to their assignment as Developmental Assistants. Therefore,

~ they were able to participate in selected activities at the be-
ginning of(their training yithout extended observation of the
program. \ A _ ) ‘ ’ ’

y ‘1.2 Participation_in a Learning Center 2
. P . ) ¢ ' oL
- \ o Trainees were assigned to a single indoor
learning wenter or outdoor area which had been planned by the
Head Teachers. -They were responsible for interacting with the
. “children who selected that particular area.

-

R .1.3 Responsibility for é‘Major Class Activity

»

T

3 T Trainees were givenArespoﬁsibility for plan- »
ning and ‘leading an activity involving all or most of the child- L.
N reny such as: music, rhythms, storytime. e

g " . {.4 Clinical Intervention With a Child
* To develop skills and confidence in working
. with a* ¢hild who exhibited d special nlegd or problem, the trainees
. selected a child to work with on a onejﬁﬁ—one basis. Assistance
and consultations as to the therapeutic methods to use were pro-
vided at case study staff conferences by the Preschool Project .
~staff. . : ’

1.5 Planning and Supervising' One Daxft , )

Each trainee designed an entire day's progra
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‘ :
and.direétedrits implementation. This #ncluded assigning the. ‘
Mead Teacher, other trainees, and stydent aides to various tasks.

Responsibikity4was~also assumed for eonducting the daily class-

room staff ‘meeting.. - o, _ § " s ‘ .
; I} \ N ' , Yoo

1.6° Head Teacher for a Week

4

. T The Developmental Assistant -planned and
supervised the total class program for an entire week. This
strategy provided the trainees with the responsibility for assum-
ing the direction of the total class, staff, curriculum, and
daily classroom staff meetings. : o

‘ . 1.7 Practicum Time Schedule

. The trainges were assigned to a minimum of
twelve’ hours per week of-direct classroom contact in.the integrat-
ed Preschool Laboratory setting. "An additional four or more‘hours
per week were provided in the Laboratory for work with an individ-
ual child, an adjunct activity, and staff meetings. For those
“trainees who needgd more input in the area of curriculum, a spe-
cial four-hour preparation session was provi'ded, whereas trainees

competent in curriculum used-these four. hours to participate in

an off-campus special facility (Figure 19).

The activities connected with each time mod-

Gle included one ar more of the following: ,observation, partici-
pation, planning, and supervision. Figure 20/is an example of a
trainee's schedule. . T
‘ Since the inees come with different back-
grounds of  observation or particip tion in a nursery school pro-
gram, the amount of responsibility assigned at the beginning of
thqtpracticumyvaried from one task to several. - :

. iy , e

? ¢1.8" Visitations and Field Placements

o

. o § A series of visits were arranged so that the
preschool staff could observe programs conducted by different
types of schools and agencies in the community for young child- N
ren with and without digsabilities. Site visits were made once :
or twice a month. » T :
«® .

ividualized field experjences” were ar-
ranged in a variety of settings for the Developmental Assistants
each semester for four or more hours per week. Placements off-
campus in special schools and agencies working with young child-

.

" /ren with handicaps were organized to extend the Developmental

Asistants' "hands on' experiences and knowledge, of children with
disabilities. During the field experiences, the Assistants
wor¥ed in the classrooms as teacher's aides, and were assigned

to groups or individual children with specidal needs. The special
schools and agencies used in 1971-75 for visitations and/or field

. : 94
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placements are listed below: Those schools with an asterisk (%)
sgrved both purposes. '

w: Blind Children's Nufscery Center ‘ - ‘ !
{i ?Californin State University, Northrldgc,Day Care Center
.California State University, Northridge, Speech Clinic
Casa Montessori : . . y
“Commuﬁlty Speech and Hearing Center - ' '
Cottage Nursery School

Creative Front1ers (Integrated Private Preschool - Kinder-
garten and Day Care)

*Dubnoff Center for Education Therapy
Gledhlll Children's Center P
2// ‘John Tracy Qllnlc for Deaf (Nursery School).”’

“Julla Ann Singer Psvchlatflc Nurseyry

%

L

© . *Kennedy Child -Study Center . ' Ty
o " *Lokrantz, (Sven) Elementarv bchool (Public Spec1al Educatlon
S®hool) A
*T,owman, (Chnrles) Llementnrv Schodl (Public Spectal Educa- “
' tion School)

*Marianne Frostig Center for Educational Therapy
MarlmmwSCBool for the Deaf (Preschool age to 6th grade)

. *Maude Booth Family Center a
Mirman School for Gifted ,
Moorpark Junior College Nursery Special Head Start Program

*New Horizons Center for Mentally Retarded . n

Pacific Oaksigplybge Nursery (Teacher training facil1ty and
- o demonstration nursery)

*San Fernando Children's Center

NSophia Salvin School (Publ1c Special Education School -
Prgschool age to 6th grade)

¥Univerbity of California, Los Angeles, Cerebral Palsy Nursery

- FUniversity of Californin, Los Angeles, UES Early Childhood.
Program -

' . Valley Cities Jewish Community Center Preschool (Integrated)
, . Van Nuys Speech and Hearing Center _ _
' ) L & L

l
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' ’ Figure 19 o .|
4 ;‘q "L A
; PRACTICUM TIME SCHEDULE 3,
o Number hours per week ﬂ H ¢ ® o ,'
B (varLab :» ‘depending \ . ' ;
_ - .on 1nd vidual) ! Responsibility
S12 - . ] - | . Direct classroom contact -
T A Preschool Laboratory ,
. » | vork with individual child
Lo | Adjunct activity : \
2, . “;Wf Weekly Staff meetlng ‘ .
o b a 1 Curriculum class and prepara-
v | tion or Participation in off-
, ~campus facility.
Tot'al: 20 hours' per week.// 2 ' '
| — T —
./ | ; :
Figure 20 ‘o ;
EXAMPLE OF A TRAINEE'S SCHEDULE :
:'“ /“Monday Tuesday  Wednesday * Thursday Friday
8:30 S/E T u P 8:30
9:00 N -
- Sl 900 . : “
. (c lassroom .
. « participation) Curriculum,
10: 30 ' : class and
) work with --PRESCHOOL ‘ Preparation or -
, ’ ind{Vidual LABORA T O R Y--" |Field Placement:
. child’ - | A
11:30 11:30
) _ T11:30 DAILY STAFF MEETLNG'
) 12200 .
S ./ 12:06 , g - 12:30
Weekly Staff < | SR
g " Meetiing ot ) ‘ < ?
: Speaker- or -
¢« Visitation : .
2:00 S ) °
. 2:00 A :
‘]r} % Adjunct *Instituted. in 1974-75 Project Peri 5
B B Act%v%BY* 2d. j _Perio A
Q s . . 4 p . N . « iy
| ERIC e

.
R

‘g = . 9‘6 ) >,
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Evaluation of Visitations and Field Placements
Teachers completedi evaluation forms on "their visitations

(Figure 22). Generally‘the,visitatidns~were regarded as bene-.

, ficial and expanded thegtrainees' knowledge of the various kinds

of programs available.

. . . - [ .
The feedback from the Developmental Assistants about their .
field experience placements indicated that they considered these
assignments on the whole to be extremely worthwhile to them.
There were differences among the trainees as to the benefits de-
rived from particular visitations and field experiences. In the
final overall evaluation, direct classroom experience in outside

- special schoogls .was ranked highly by the trainees.

Figure 21 shgws ‘a possible sequence for direct classroom

experience. ‘ . ;
¢ . Figure 21 :

-

SUMMARY OF P-O%SIBL@,- SEQUENCE OF DIRECT CLASSROOM EXPERIENCE

> |

W R
1

‘Observation of Children
and Activities

Visitation_

Small Group Involvement -
Participation at a Learning
Center 4 7 R

3 l ! ’ "y - [ :
Responsibility for a Major ,)y»f/”’ﬁ?&4Fleld Placement . .

Class Activity

]

One-to-one Clinical
Intervéntion with a Child

1

la s imiimas g
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Planning and Supervising .

of One Day ‘ .
Planning and Supérvisiag | @
Entire Class for a Total )
Week (as Head Teacher)

P

O
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Stratepy 2.0 Assessmeﬁt,of Children

Al

“ e n N . : ‘., >, B ) «
The staff was trained to utilize various methods of observa- |

tion and dssessment ¢o'evaluate the child's developmental levels.
Since standardized instruments for the assessment of- the pre-
school child cannot /fully describe .the child's multi abilities,
teachers ieeded'to be aware of and learn to.use nonstandardized
methods to measure the cognitive, psychomotor, social, and emo- '
tional growth of the young child. L.
. 4 M e .
The trainees were involved in a continuing organized- process
for the,c#llection of data copcerning the developmental levels of
‘the individual child. The mZEhods used td gather information in-
cluded the use of both standardized and nonstandardized instru- -
ments (Table 10 ./ See Chapter III for description of items 4,10,
11;12,13;#Chapter VIII, items 8,9,17). S : '

o

2.1 Standa}dize Instruments

“ } | In+the 1972-73 and 1973-74 grant periods) Lhe

Stanford-Binet and Draw-A-Person Tests were administered by a
consulting licensed psychologist. The psychologist conducted @n
in-service session to provide the trainees with information con-
cerning the:interpretation of the children's protocols and scoxes.
The psychologist met individually with the Developmental Head |
Teacher dnd Developmental Assistants where there were speeial con-
cerns expressed by them about particular children. The administra-
tion and interpretation of the following tests were taught by the
project staff: . P ?

a) Peabody Picture Vocabulary-Test

b) Vineland Social Maturity Scale

é) Denver Developmentél Screening Test

2-.2 Nonstandardized Techniques
AN
' The need tovobtain objective ways of record-
ing the day-to-day observations of the children's behavior, to
tap areas not covered by the standardized instruments, to obtain
baseline and continuing data on the children's progress, and to
validate the findings of the standardized instruments resulted
in the development of instruments by the project staff. Also. .
employed were some-methods commonly ‘used to observe and recori
children's progress. A listing of the nonstandardized methods
and instruments follows: . :

!
i

a) - Judgmental Summary Evaluation of
‘ Children's Functioning (See Chapter 111
for sample and description)
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. B . -Table. 10 x

Systematic Assessment of Children

. e

¥ Examiner 19{;5}2 1972-73 197374 1974-75 Fd

[5

*r M 7’ Pe
1. Four -Shapes Test T > S X X X
2. Peabody Picture a -
~ Vocabulary Test T X X X~
3. Speech Evaluations . P "X X .0x X
4, Judgmental Summary Y
Evaluations of ¢ . o ,
Children's Functioning . T . T'x X Cox X
E
5. Parent Conferengg Reports,>_‘T" x ' X . X
6. Daily & Weekly Staff ~ :
Meetings & Evaluatiomns T X . X X X
7. Pattefson Behavioral .
Asse’ssment Inventory T . x - - -
8. Stanford-Binet P . X X -
9. Draw-a-Person ) ‘P “ X -

10. Vineland Social ; * -
Maturity Scale T - . X

11. Teacher Estimations of ‘ o )

Child's Develop. Levels T . X% X

12. Parent Estimations - . O “ ’

13. Denver Developmental ‘ »
Screenyng Test T > . X

14. Timed Sample Observations T , | X X X

15. ‘Anecdotal Record Studies - T ' X I X .

16. Classification of Concept , ;o
Representations Schema ™* T ‘ X ) X/

17. Follow-Up Aftet Six . 0 ‘ 'K X X
Months (adapted from - 7 .
Summary Eval.-form) ‘. .
by Kindergarten teachers B ‘ ' ,

*T = Trainee or Head Teacher x = in use%

P = Professional Psychologist or Special Clinician - = discont

O= Other e.g. parents.or public school kindergartemn: or specialkﬁchool teag
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‘Table 10

Systematic AssesSmentLOf’thldren

-

1971-72 1972-73

£

-1

s -

4 , : =
1973-74 1974-75 Frequentv Months

. . 4 Per Year
Test T x X X X - - .27 Qct/Mar
ure B . )
est T X X X \2 Nov/Apr
ations P X X X 2 Sept/Feb
ﬁmmary, . - i .
,Of "’\ . 1
unctioning T X X X 3 Sept/Feb/May ‘
renice Reports T X X -2 Nov/Apr |
ly Staff o . ‘ ‘
valuations T X p 4 X X ongoing |
havioral .
nventory T p 4 - - - Oct
et P - 2 Sept/May
n P - 2 Sept/May
ial -
le T X ) 2 Nov/Apr
mations of -
lop. Levels T X X 2 Oct/Mar -
jations - 0 X 2 Oct/Mar
x pmental‘\ ‘ \
St T X 2 Nov/Apr
 Observations T X X ~omngo ing
cord Studies T X X “ongoing
on of Concept s , - |
ons Schema ) X X ongoing |
ter Six 0 e X, X 1 ‘ANOV .. |
ted from o :
form)
ten teachers b
, »
- Head Teacher in use

,t:iﬁ:chologist or Special Clinician

- = discontinued
s or public schoel kin?ergarten or s?ecial school teacher

. I




v ‘ b) Teachers' Estimdtions of Children's
Developmental Lévels(See Chapter 111

Tor sample and description)

/ L

¢) Classificationfof Concepf Representation
Scheﬂi§(8ee Chapter 1V for description) .

i d) -Motor Assessmentvand Dévelopment Maze

A series of tasks were orpanized to
determine the child's psychomotor level of functioning and body
image development. The maze was sel up on the playground and
the teachers-observed balance, alternation of feet., laterality,
eye-hand coordination, body image in space, e.g. judgment of ¢
spatial relationships, and gross motor coordination (Figure 23).

* e) Da%ig Classroom Staff Meetings

. At tHe end of each class session, the
staff and trainees discussed the children's behavior and activi-
ties, teacher/child interactions, raised: any questions they bad -
relating to the program, and adjusted objectives on the basis -
of the discussion. . ’ '

2
£f) Weekly Total Staff Meetings

A block of two hours (12 - 2 P.M.) per
week was sct aside for the total staff and trainees. The ses-

' sions were designed to bring topether, through reports and .
demonstrations, the different activities engaped in by staff and
trainecs and to expand knowledge through in-service training.

Of the four or five Mondays in each month, one meeting was
scheduled for an in-service speaker on a topic suggested by the
staff. One meetinp was arranged for a visitation to other facil-
jties and -the remaining two or three gsessions were used for
school business, adjunct activities, reports, and case studies

of children.

g 4 g) Informal = -

, " Collection of children's products,e.g. ¢
beginning, middle, and end of year paintings, reproductions of
shapes and forms, and. crafts. ’

h) Commonly Used Anecdotal Records and
Timcd Sample Studjes - Observation . .
of Behavior ’

These were used to validate teacher im-
pressions of the occurrence of particular behaviors. These tech-
niques demonstrated that casual impressions can be distorted.

For example: a teacher or trainee would say that the child would
never sit still or never initiated any interaction. By system-
atically monitoring the behavior, teachers and traigees were able
to verify or disprove their assessments (Figures 24 and 25 ).
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Strategy 3.0 Curriculum Design

There i's no overwhelming rescarch evidence that proves
the superiority of one type of curriculum over another. This
ilack of a single definable curriculum w ich is effective for ;
\ ‘the integrated preschool program applies equally to non- '
| integrated programs as well. Some educators believe thdt the
‘ effectivene%s of any program rests with-the individual teacher's
conviction ‘that the curriculum employed is the one most bené-
ficial for the children. As stated earlier in the report, a
basic philosophic tenet of the integrated program was the xecog-
.nition of the individual differences to be found among all child-
ren - that even within the so-called homogeneous group there
exists a range of abilities and disabilities. To provide for
-  -the wide .spectrum of abilities, e.g. retarded.to gifted, in the
program, the project staff decided to use an-eclectic approach
in redesigning’the preschool laboratory curriculum when the -
project was initiated in 1971-72. _The eclectic curriculum per-
~mitted the harmonious coexistence of dichotomous approaches in-.
cluding those based on humanistic and behavioristic theories of
" - child development (See Appendix E, Sample Daily Lesson Plan).
A variety of teaching styles ranging from unstructured to struc-*
tured was implemented . The practicum took into. account the
background differences of the trainees and Head Teachers in
their understanding of,curriculum theory. : ’

D

As mentioned previously in this report, the academic re-
 quirements for teaching at the nursery s hool level in the
‘State of California vary greatly. In-depth curriculum courses:
are assigned to the.post-baccalaureate level - graduate level
f the*Schaal of Education at this and many other universities.
- Thus most of the students whose career goals were te#aching in .-
\\ nursery schools did not have exposure to the basic¢ principles
!

of curriculum design-until the institution of the "Careers"
project in 1971. Subséquent actions to correct this deficiency
are discussed in Chapter 1V, Didactic Module. .

To overcome the initial staff and trainee weaknesses in -
s, curriculum design-and knowledge of children with disabilities,
the practicum included lectures and demonstrations by the
P project director and campus resource faculty (See Chapter IV).
ya Présented in a compact format were basic principles of curric-
/ ulum design which the project directorwhad developed and em- o
- ployed in previous assignments involvihg the pre-and in-service
training of teachers. Through the use of the "Questions and
“ Guidelines  in Curriculum Design' (Gorelick, ‘1965 - See Appendix F)
/ the Head Teachers and trainees.wsre able to acquire a summary
] of the prinriples which would permit them to fulfill the project
curriculum &bjectives of 7 constructing behavioral objectives for
children, prescribing appropriate learning opportunities, and -
designing innovative materials and methods. ... -
dig

L. T 101




This was a continuing and complex process which was aided

” : :f:! . ‘ - /{; /

4 R Vs g
3.1 Constructing’Béhaviopé& Objectives for
. Groups and Individugl Children

e

A "Typology of Cufriculum Objectivgs: from —
Ambiguity to Precision’ (Gorelick, 1963) was used to develep

the ability of the trainees to utilyze a systems appreach in
translating complex goals into thejr component parts definable
"behaviorally and realistically fgr a papticular learner".
through the use of the. "typology" format. A sample of ' the use
of the typology in analyzing objectives follows:

Typology of Gurryéulum Objectives
/

I QEXEL 4 Objectiveé (Social Adjustment)"9
Global i‘ Gets along with gthers
Major : n Uses good manners
Minor . Takes turns

L]

Behavioral/ Opefétiona} Waits in,lgne for a drink without
- : . .pushing others.’

Staff discussion sessionswére held daily to evaluate the
day's activities and to formulate new objectives or change
previously planned objectives based on the children's perfovmance.

3.2 Prescribing Appropriate Learning Opportuni-
ties for Groups and Individual Children-

: In 1972-73 learning opportunities were cor--
related with the information from the assessment of the children.
After demonstrations by Head Teachers, Assistants and Student
Aides were assigned the task of designing® the daily arrangement
of the different learning centers of the classroom and outdoor
environment. Focus was placed on providing prescriptive sequen-
tial learning opportunities for groups and individual children

in cognitive, psychomotor, affective, and creative domains.
Achieving skill in encouraging both freé¢ and guided selection of
learning opportunities by the children was a key objective in

the training of the Developmental Assistants. B « et T

A "Classification of- Concept Representations Schema"

(Gorelick, 1974 - Fipure 26) was developed to assist teachers in

analyzing the materials they used in the learning opportunities
they designed for the child. The Head Teachers and Developmental
Assistants were taught to use this classification syftem in
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order to ydentlfy ﬁhose activities which seem to be successful
or incffedétive in achieving their objectives for .the child.
~;IL also assisted the teacher in dbLormlnlng the extent to which
“ythey were prov1d1ng agt1v1tieq in the various domains.

s “ Figure 26\

1.0 CON@RETE LEVEL - three dlmensxonal representationf ranging’
from real@obgect or person to a general confzgur-

5
s

Q;‘ . ation of the object or person.
5 1.1 CONCRETE REALITY - {the real object or person - for
o : ‘ example an apple that can- Be eaten
s 1.2 CONCRETE REPLICA - ~ at exact duplication of form,
| 4 o shape, color, and size .of real object or
person. For example: a colored wax model
" of an apple. o —
1.3 CONCRETE -IMPRESSION - SLmllar in. form general ~
conflguration and shape to real object
or person. Size, color, and shape can
. vary or be changed. For examble wooden

apple, clay apple, or a bas relief repre-
sentation.

2.0 PICTORIAL LEVEL - two_dimensional complete drawings or

} photographic reproduetions of varying ¥

sizes and .color to represent concept.

2.1 PICTORIAL REPLICA - drawinfj or photographic
. ’ representatlon duplicaging,in qiae’ahﬁ

: ) eolor- the’ object or person. Fer example:

’ - actual size colored picture of an apple.
2.2 PICTORIAL IMPRESSION - drawing or photographic
renditions which produce a general con-

figuration simildr to the real object or

person. For example: a miniature or over-
sized photograph or drawing of an apple or

a blurred reproduction:
- 103 Q\\\\
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A were gncShﬁagéa to seek innovative and creative materiz

. R .
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é.OmvSYMBOLIC LEVEL - ?!9ﬂﬂ}@R”319Rﬂl ginple line drawings or

s

. o pestures : ‘

L1 SYMBOLIC IMPRESSION ~ an outline drawing of the -
real object or person. TFor example: u

-, ] _black line drawing of.qn apple.

4.-0 AﬁSTRACT LEQEL,# a representation that béars no relation

' in size, shape, form to the real object

or pérson:-'For exampleg the written

word "apple"; or the spoken word "apple” .

‘or. the finger-spelled word "apple".

The -form used by teachers to analyze the objects in their
learning centers is shown in Figure 27 . ‘
) During 1973-74, to validate the competency to .prescribe

learning opportunities and the ability of the -Developmental

Head Teachers and Developmental Assidtants to understand the
intérests of the children for whom the -activities were designed,
a study was undertaken, "Predicting Preschoolers' Activity
Choices". The purpose of the study was to determine what choices
of learning center activities preschool children make without
teacher presence. Results showed that the teachers in this study
were accurate in predicting the choices of the children in their
classroom. The younger children were drawn- to the cognitivel ac-
tivities. QThe class of older children selected creative along
with other actiwities. The possibility of a’ sttong carryovetl
effect of a teacher's values on-preschool children's interests

needs further study. . ) -

f

sl ] 3.3 Degigning
She 7 or Use wit
I Abilities.

3 .

-

Throughout the project years, the:SSEinegi
an |

‘methods: for use in the integrated.settifg. In order to improve

- the Developmerital Assistant's competéncies in thb.désign of in{
movative learning activities, sets of. 35mm colored slides ard’ |
black-and-white photographs of thearrangement of materials]fon
the learning centers were collected by the Project Staff. he |
photographs and slides permitted the trainee to. preview or re- |

. view activities designed previously and .to use this information|
to obtain ideas for the creation of new materials. ‘- The slides |
also permitted classification of the learning“opportunities,incﬁ
cognitive, psychomotor, affective, and creative domains, thereby

¥
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_ansisting the Developmental Assitart to'éeleét, review, and
cvalyate the tasks appropriate to the particular.proup,-child,
and.objective. =~ °  ° - ~ L. oo

L4
Y

¢ The photégraphé fepresentfthe‘endrproduég fﬂassigﬁments
given to. the Developmental Assistants and Studert Aides to
repare .curriculum materials for the various activities 'in the

.f daily progrim.. The continuing preparation of these matefials

"* ing in the Child Growth and-Developtfient major.

+

provided the students with-the opportunity to dpply the basic .-
principles of curriculym design -to: the dally program.’ " ;

K

L] .o .D' . 3.3.1 Curriculum Idea Center -

. ad

;' .. ' To sharg.thesé'innOVative ideas with

- future trainees{and other groups outside the University, a book- '~

let of photographs with accompanying written, explanations was
produced to record: graphically the designs of arranged learning
centers. A sample’ of the material contained in the booklet tis -
tled "Récipes for:Teaching: ‘Integrated Early 'Childhood Programs"
is provided inh Figure 28 . 1In addition, a Presc¢hodl Curriculum’.
"Idea Center evolyed to collect innovdtive l&sson plahs’'emphasiz-
ing ihdividualization. The.Center was used during the project
and .can be used in the future as a resource backup for pre-anhd
in-gervice training. ' - .

4

Evaluation of Curriculum

Although, improvement occurred in curriculum input to trainees
- during, the project, particuldrly in the final wear, there is a
need for'moresegtengivk.ehgoretT641 and practical training in
this area to be sponsored by ‘the University departments cooperat-

-
o

¢

Strategy.4.0. Adjunct Activ{tieé ‘

« The opportunity to gain some direct experience in activities
related to the administration and operation of the preschool was
a-project objective. This was provided to the Developmental °
Head Teachers, Assistant Teachers, dnd Student Addes by assignin
them to various tasks f£ér .a minimum of one hour per week. ' An
effort was made to introduce some staff to new tasks and to match
staff members' individual interests '‘and abilities to designated

duties. The trajining in administra}ive assignments did not be-

come a formal aspect of the pre-and |in-service training program
-gn%%l 1974-75. A brief description |and listing of the activities
- follows: .

4.1 Food Planning éLd Purchasing

»

k .
‘: a) Provide nuttitious snacks within budget-~
‘ ary limits :

105
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. . - :
- “ .
' .
. - . . -
. . - o ’ . ¢ -«
¢ . *

. . ."COLLAGE" S S
Objectives/Outcomes: ' T .- ‘
Y, - Creative expression, color disérimination. L
N Materials: . ) ' ST
\ i . .
- ‘ 'Liquid starch . : 'j
- ' Cut-up tissue paper . . L
’ Large sheets of construction paper (one paper per ch11d)
;, - Variety of leaves .
Palnt brushes (one per Chlld) )
] Directions:, .
. " : v
' Place starch around table in tins or margarine contain-

‘ ers. Each child is given a large sheet of construction
; paper on which he can place tissue pieces and leaves {n
oo ) - his own design. The children can then use brushes-to

apply llquld mixture to the tissue and leaves.
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Lb) PBlan daily nutrition items and coordin-
ate when appropriate with the teacher's

instructional objective
Purghase and store food
utensils for serving food

d) range proper
?ﬁ/.4nd designate the amount to be served.

c)

-
*»

A.ZQﬁHeal&h and Safety

'
)

—

4) kCheck faciiity for conformance to sani-
.l tary laws and regulations
| ) . ‘ .
Verify the maintenance of up-to-date

b)/\

- immunization' records

.When a child returns from an illness of
more than five ‘days, place.a letter from

‘a licensed physician, stating that the
from communicable disease,

m—

"

roo -
3)

child is free
into the child's folder
Inspect all indoor and outdoor equipment

Institute procedures to repair or modify
equipment as needed : )
Make suggestions for improvement of the
facility. ’

Materials, Supplies and Budgeting ‘

/ a) Keep an dngqing inventory of supﬁlies

and salvageable items for "recycleable

i
1
.

f junk"
b) Send out requests when materials are need-

[y

]

/ ed

| Deal with surpluses
using staff

<)
d) Prepare requisitions after per
requests, catalogues, and supp?iers

/ e) Stay within budget.
4.4 Publicity s v f
a) Prepare news releases fd}'comhunity news -

iand special

* -papers
b) Publicize dates of enrollment

)
~ events .
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d)

]

Maintain bulletin boards for parents
and university students

Supervise arrangements for any on-site

4.5 Library and

television or radio shows, etc., which
may be scheduled.
Record Collection !

"a) Solicit

b)
c)
d)

staff recommendations
Prepare requistions for new acquisitions
Preview news releases .

Keep staff advised of current holdings

(through Book reviews) at staff meetings.

Liaison _with Professional Organizations

a)

Kéep staff informed of all opportunitics
available through: . ‘

S D

Southern Californig Associétion Eér
the Education of Young Children

o ' *(SCAEYC)
American Home Economics Association
(AHEA)

3. American Association on Menfal De-
ficiency (AAMD)

4) Council for Exceptional Children
. (CEC)

and other organizations.

Research

a) Work with the project,staff in data
collection and tabulation .

¥ b) Assist in gther research studies in

progrgss in the Labgratory.

Facility Improvement

Submit recommendations with specif fcations
and cost estimates. #

Liaison with Speech Department

. a) Arrange appointments for children Yecom-
mended for special evaluations and/or

* therapy .
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h L . .t
b) Follow-up on propress and report to
staff. i . :

. . -

4.10 SchoofﬁPhotogrnphy

-

‘a) Tak% pictures for ;pecial curriculum
T projects. and publicity for the Pre-
schopl. - :

4.11 Talent Pool -/, . | R

a) Prepare and present an informal work-
- shop in ah area of special expertise’
to other staff and/or students (art,
. music, audio visual usage).

=S

4.12 Sgtaff Liaison with Parent Group

B3

a)' Meet with officers of the group, and
act.as a communication link between
- the school and the club

b) ‘Assume responsibility for arranging
space for meetings, etc., when a need
is indicated. ‘ -

Strategy 5.0 &Parent/Teacher Relationships

- » |
.When the project was first submitted for consideration,
the question arose as to how, when, or whether to inform the
pareats of children being enrolled in the regular Preschool
Laboratory about the inclusion of children with handicaps. )
Twclve places in. the, four clasces were reserved for children
with disabilities in the event that the project was approved
for ,funding. . -
Since most of the parents of children with disabilities
needed scholarships to pay the school's tuition, they were
told that the enrollment vof their’child was cohntingent on ob-
taining Department of Health, Education and Welfare funds to
support the integration program. After some deliberation, it-
was felt that advance notice to the parents was not necessary.
The reason for not informing the parents in the regular prpgram
of the portending integration.was the philosophic belief that
we had to stop singling out children with disabilities as dif-
ferent from other children. The children with disabilities
possess nothing contagious. The staff did not ask the parents
of children without handicaps if they agreed to having a child
with red hair in the school for the first time. It was also

B
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felt that making an’ issue of the enrollment would activate
stereotyped atti;udes and myths about children with disabili-’
ties and make some parents unnecessarily fearful.

Notice that the project was funded: arrived during the sum-
mer when the preschool was in recess. The children with dis-
abilities were enrolled one or two weeks after the beginning of
the Fall 1971 semester because of delays in‘'arranging transporta-
tiom, -

-
-

’, ‘ N . .

. Since many of the parents remained in the'-oné-way mirror ob-

servation g;?‘hs~$' er they,deiivered’tﬁeir childrén in the morn:-
ing or befqfe theygéicked them up at the end of the session, a
~ few soon noted the Down's Syndrome child® Some; parents raised

questions with staff members. The ' first regularly scheduled par-
ent. meeting of the new semester-was set” as usual as an evening

meeting during the first month. Ag was the practice in the past,
the agenda included a discussion 6f the program and plans for
the year ahead. Attendance.at the meeting was excellent with

both fathers and mothers crowding the hall® v

The project director discussed the program, the rationale

behind integration, and the need for training teachers competent’

to work in settings including children with a wide spectrum of
abilities and disabilities. Parents were encouraged to ask
‘questions. A typical question raised By parents as well as by
teachers was: '"Will the child with’a disability take an inordin-
ate amount of the teacher's rime - to Jthe detriment of the

other children?" This was answered by stressing the need for in-
dividualization for all children and neting that not all child-
ren with disabilities require extra time. There were only two
couples who seemed to be openly upset by the integration. The
project director invited them to a separate session where they
were able \to ventilate their fears and concerns. They were in-
vited to eobserve the children in the program and then raise
further questions. The observation booths were filled with
pdArents in the ensuing week ar two. . '

The mothers were. particularly fascinated by the adjustment .
of. the Down's Syndrome children and would make remarks such as:
"See how Paul is taking off his own jacket - my child always
wants help." Or they would wonder at the blind child's ability
to follow directions. Except for the two Down's children and
the blind child, most of the project children were not pheno-
typically identifiable from the other children.

L d
* Althowgh there was some initial negative reaction to the
integration', none of the parents withdrew their children from
the program. Openly hostile parents .began to evifice positive =
feelings toward the program and were supportive. In fact, some

110
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' The trainees had at least six opportunit

v

L]
A . " e e ’
started-recruiting candidates for future openings in the schnol |

and verbalizjfg their pleasure’ in having the enriched experi--
ences for tHeir children. ’

5.1 -Parent Conferenkes and Meetings"
‘ 3

, During the-years 1971-75 the,scheduling of
monthly parent meetings ‘was -an important facet of involving °

parents /inathe program. These took the form-.of morning and/or
afternogn discussion groups led by the project director, other
members/ of the.preschool staff, or invited spkakers. Parents

were agked to indicate topics or problems they wished #o dis-
cuss.VZEvening meetings for parents; were also arranged. At -
the beginning of the project, several evening meetings focused
on explaining the goals and functioning of the project. Add-

itionally, the meetings allowed the assessement arfd discussion
of attitudes and concerns.

> Many questions raised during these
sessjions were discussed and. formed the basis for future parent
meetings. Some typical questibns raised by, the”parents reguard-

ingythé:integratizj_of children with disabilities wwere:

| “When my chi i asks me whv Mary doesn't talk, what do I
tell him?" y ; . ' -

. 2

)

"Will my child copy ‘the inappropriate behavior he sees

LR

/  "Will my child become fearful that she too will lose her
eyesight?" ) ‘

/
£

/was their participation in parent meetings.
/ed to observe the group leader and to enler the discussions.

7

An important aspect of the pre-aﬁd in-service practicum
raining of Head Teachers and Developmental Assistant Teachers

They were encourag-

ies for scheduled con-
tact with parents during/the semester. Of the six contacts,

four were parent' group meetings and two were counseling sessions.
The counseling sessions consisted of each parent meeting with

the teacher of his child for ai least one scheduled conference
each semester.

Teachers shared their perceptions of the child's
strengths and weaknesses, and his relationships with his peers
and with adults in the program.

, The child"s rel#ionships with
parents, siblings, and friends were also discussed.

Additional
counseling sessions were arranged as needed. -

A composite sample of parent interaction programs and poss-
ible sequence abstracted from 1971-75 project périod are listed
below. Some of the topics were chosen in response to parent in-
terests or concerns while others were staff initiated.

Date o Person

Topic . Purpose
September Preschodl and- Preschool The Project Direc-
Project Staff  Open House :

spoke about the

L

11 | / "




Consulting
‘Psychologist
-and Project
Staff

October

i

3
: ]

November Project': ‘
Director and
Project Staff

Ms. Sandy
Silas, M.A.,
Family Coun-
selor at the
Human Grewth
Center in
Granada Hills

December

(/

Topic - |
)
L 4
Discussion

on the Test-
ing Program

Directed .
Observations
of the
Classroom

Practical
Aspects -of
Raising
Children

112

Purpose

Project and the film

"A Child is a Child"
was shown to the large
group of ‘parénts at-
tending. Slides of

the preschool program
were presented by

Head Teachers. Par-
ents met the teachers
and visited the cla$s-
rooms. )
Parents were advised

of the nature of test-
ing, the positives and
negatives of the valid-
ity and reliability of
testing young children.
It was also explained
that one of the values
of testing is to pro-
vide information about
individual children's
functioning, and that
this_ would help us to
develop more effective
learning opportunities.
Questions were answered.
The classroom activities
of the children were in-
terpreted for a group -
of parents. The Ob-
servation Rooms with
one-way mirrors were
used. The program was
explained and questions
were invited and answer-

‘ed.

Ms. Silas discussed

the development of lis-

tening skills, the ex-
pression of feelings,

and the resolution of

conflicts between par-
ent and child.

-




Date

January

February

March

April

May

f

Person

Leslye Janusz,

- Head Teacher

Mrs. Fanda
\Bender, Lectur-
er in Child
Development,
CSUN.

>
Project
Director

Mrs. Marge
Wagher,
Patient Activ-
ities Coordin-
ator at
Children's
Hospital

Preschool
Staff

Young Child-

Topic Purpose

Music Work- Mrs. Janusz demonstrat-

shop for. = ed methods of using

Parents music with children.
‘This program was re-
quested by the
parents.

Helping The lecture was design-

ed to help parents un-

ren Deal derstand and dedl with’
with Death ‘anxiety producing
and Dying. situations.

Seminars on For mothers whose pre-
Toilet Train schoolers were npt

ing. toilet trainegd, a lec-
ture discussion was
held on feelings about
toilet training and
parent and child readi-
ness for initiating

’ toilet training. The

film "I'm Ready Mom,
Are You?' was shown.

"Psycholog- How to Handle hospital-

ical Con- ization of children.

siderations

in Hospital- s - o

izing Your .

Child".

Fathers' sFathers had an opportun-

Night ity to go to preschool

‘with their children,
participate in the ‘ac-
tivities, and mect the

teachers.

Evaluations of Pérent/Teacher Relationships

The parents'
their scheduled appointments.
portunity for open communicat
Developmental Assistant Teachers rated

enthusiasm was evidenced by their keeping

These sessions provided the op-
ion between parents and teachers.
these sessions among the .

top four training activities of the last” two years:

L
The experience of this project was that, with the exception

-
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of the beginning of the semester evening Open House meeting,
regularly scheduled monthly parent education meetings were not

enthusiastically received or attended by the majority of parents}

An examination of the causes of lack of participation led .to
arranging flexibility in time of scheduling meetings, e.g. the
provision of morning, afternoon, and evening sessions. In addi-
.tion, arrangements were made for babysitting services for
younger siblings and the solicitation from the parents of sug-
. gestions for the topics or problems they were irtterested in hav-
ing discussed at the meetings. A Booster Club of parents was ”

formed to obtain support for various preschool related projects -

such as: raising funds for scholarships, school plant mainten-
ance, financing, and purchasing of equipment.

1t was foupd that the above described changes did not re-
sult in any measureable increase in parental participation.
This seeming lack of interest In voluntary parent involvement °
is not untypical and is found in schools. enrolling children from
all socio-economic levels. 'Sometimes when only.a few mothers
attended a meeting, the teachers were discouraged" (Weckart,
Rogers, et al: 1971, p. 85). There appegrs to be a small group of
parents who are motivated to participate in parent education
or other activities related to their child's enrolTment in

" "gehool. - How to broaden voMuntary parent “participation with

their child's and their own education is a challepge which still
needs further study and exploration. |

’
.
»
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. Figure .18 o . .
] ‘ " ‘

B CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS
Preschool Laboratdry "
Lalifornia State University, Northridge v

. 5 Molly C. Gorelick

1 . v

e ¢

TEACHER AS A FACILITATOR

&

-

Briefly degcribe an activity or sffuation which illustrates
(demopstgﬁ%es) that a child was encouragedor taught to:

. | | o

1) offer expression of warmth, love or affection to
another person . :

4 T
+

L

« ‘
. -

2)  receive affection from another person

W

.

i ' 3) settle a dispute with words or show self control

4) share 'his poess“iens

- * v

115 ~‘ .
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5)

6)

7)

McG/lec 6/75 'V Tk

/. Figure ‘18 concluded) p

e&pand his knowledge and cognitiﬁe‘concepts ’
(language usage; problem solving) )

utilize and control his gross and small motor
skills s .

-

-

understand his body image (body in relation to
environment) -

i

2

»

¥




J ) - . Figure 22

CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY CHILDHOOD FPROGRARMS
Presachool Laboratdry
Californin State University, Northridge

TEACHER'S EVALUATIONS OF VISITATIONS AND FIELD PLACEMENTS

My name: ’
Facility:
Date(s):

No. Hours:

l. I liked
2. I wagn't 5ure about

3. I didn't.like

-

b, Useful techniques’ I learned or observed:

o

a. Ways of handling behazvior problems

b. Activities to stimulate development

117 - . °
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4 ] . ™~
. Eiguqﬁ 22 (concluded) - , - '
5, My impressiong ofs .-
a. Physical Environment (@ndoor and outdoor)
o - . c . . 4 ‘ ]
[ t ‘r : - a 0‘\:‘\\
o, i| i i .- [N
.b. Program - Schedule
' ,
e
¢.| Teacher-Child Relationships’ : -
[ 4
- d. Affective Domain
' .
e, Cognitive Domain ‘ ’ .
f. FPsycho=Motor Domain
| g. Creative Domain

6. Other comments:
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Dr. Molly C. Gorelick' ¢

Figure 24

- . ' - Anecdotal Record * -
K ) ‘ ) . , .
Name of Child: ' ' , Date: .
.erte a non-Judgeuental description of a chlld's behavior in a particular
situation.

1 5

- &

[l{TC ' MCG:lec .- e 1&(‘) A C “ - o

AN A Fuil Text Provided by ERIC & 3
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Figure 25 .

2 .
w, - :&. '
~ * TIMED SAMPLE OF OBSERVATN OF BEHAVIOR

Namo/ ot Child: o . . bate of Observition
Behavior to be observed: (precise description - e.p. "Puts  thumb
ST or other object in mouth')
’h{’ . - u : ' ‘ — ' . * ) .
Time ‘intervals used in observation: (e.g. every three minutes)
‘ TJ;al-observation period (e.g. one hour) ‘ - .
/ o | "
. ‘ RECORD,
;. Time -(e.g. 9:03) Yes No ' Behavior observed
/ : - :
- f’
/
/ | \
\‘ - . “
4 7
<
. £l 49
: ’ ,
3 = ! s —
, 2 N
i “’*“ ‘ﬁ* -
, < - : . :
g ' B - 3
btals: # of observations # Yes # No .
- /' - . .
(Summarize results and make judgment .

fmm?ry‘gf the results:

g]ERJ(jG’leé, 6/75 w

r
o

-~
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about occurrence of the behavior.)
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e ‘ Molly C. Gorelick
o . California State University, Northridge
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- Classification of Concept Representations

" Molly C. Gorelick .
California State University, Northridge
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Chapter VI ) ~

4

ATTITUDES TOWARD'INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES
) -

Project ‘ ,
Objective: II%/ Promote positive accepting attitudes in

university students who will be working with
retarded and children with developmental lags
in nonsegregated programs. *

-

Introduction ‘
Beginning in the Fall 1971, the attitudes of the University
 students were examined tQ:- | o .
[ 4 - .
a) ,determine if the negative, low status attitudes G

toward the mentaliy retarded reported in the literature (Affleck, S
1966, Dunn, 1968, Christopolos and Resz, 1969) in the 1ast decade T
were still prevalent among university undergraduate and graduate

students. . 5 »,

o b) assess whether exposure to the university integrat-
ed preschool program would significantly affect changes in their
attitudes. H : ®

Strategy 1.0 Development of an Attitude Instrument

An adaptation of a Likert-type questiohnaire.developéd by
the Efrens (1967) was admini tered to students registered in .
Child Growth and Development \ Home Economics. The question-
naire consisted of 86 statements, 70 of which were taken from
the original Efron questionnaile. A Likert-type six point scale
ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree was used in the
questionnaire. The six factors identified by the Efrons' study

were used to group the questionnaire items: . ]
Factor I, Segregation via Institutionalizatio;//' /
Factor 1I, Cultural Deprivation
. Factor .II1I, Noncondemnatory Etiology
‘; “ %a%tar 1V, Personal Excluéion
. Factor V, Authoritarianism
Factor VI, ‘Hopelessness. 4

e
Phd
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. In'the Spginé of 1972 a semantic differential gquestionnaire

L)
-

(Snider & Osgood,’ 1969) containing two sectfons was added to the

questionnaire. Each section consisted of 21 pairs of polar ad- -
jectives: one set of adjectives seeking data concerning atti-
tudes about the mentally retarded, a second set seeking data
about the physically handicapped. The semantic gifferential
used a seven-step scale between each adjective pair.

- < & v

Both students and parents complained 65ut the length of

the révised Efron questionnaire. There also was open .hostility
and refusal by parents and students toward completing the Osg d
semantic differential section. The dislike of the instrument
resulted in incomplete atti'tudinal data from the parents.

 During the Fall of 1972, the Osgood-type semantic differen-
tial section was eliminated. The revised Efron questionnaire:
continued to be used. Although there was less resistance to
this form, there continued:to be complaints about the length of
the questionnaire. Thus, a shortened version .of the attitude
questionnaire was developed in the Summer of 1973. A statisti-
cal analysis was made of the previous data to determine if the
short form could be used reliably. Data indicated that there
was na significant difference in the results. obtainéd on the’
short. form as compared with the long form. . The newly revised
25 item questionnaire was administered in Fall 1973 and 1974 to
University students, teachers, and parents involved in observa-’
tion' and/or working at the Preschool (Figure ‘29). Data from the
trainees was computed separately from the larger University, -
population in Fall 1973. At this time the Attitude Questionnaire
was made a part of the Teacher Assessment Profile (ChapterIII) in
order to monitor the attitudes of the trainees toward children

with handicaps. - .o

Strategy 2.0 Analysis énd Discussion offResults of Attitude‘
Survey /
Data from the short form for all four years of the project

were analyzed. The statistical test selected was the Chi Square.
It was 'used to determine homogeneity of the sample on responses

when analyzed by age, sexX, class level, and academic major:

2.1 Sample Demography

- . The total sample that participated in the,
attitude study comprised 1,090 individuals. Of this number, 28
did not identify their sex in the response form. Of the remain-
ing 1,062, 102 were male and 960 were female.

, Students from all class levels participated in the. study as
well as parents of the children in the Preschool and the teachers
in the facility. The majority of the respondents were juniors.

This was followed by seniors and then by sophomores. The small-
est number were freshmen. See Table 11 for details of the sample

demography identified by sex and by class level.

>
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Totals: .

~ Tabl e 11 .
L SAMPLE DEMOGRAPHY OF THE ATTITUDE STUDY . . .
S , : = S
SEX 1971-2 | 1972-3 1973-4 1974-5 | Totals
Men 13 29 35 25 102
Women 143 214+ 307 - " 296 960
Not y
Fdentified 5 23 28
' CLASS
LEVEL .
Freshman 3 1 12 13 29
Sophomore. 43 33 , 31 57 164
Junior - 80 133 132 133 478
Senior 22 62 100 88 272
Graduate 8 13 25 7 53
Not '
Identified 1 47 46 94
h 2

AGE |
<17 o 4 2
18 ' 2 5 7
19 70 v 23 21 41 336
20 51 58 52
21 N '60 73 59
22-24 35\?> 61 76 77 469
25-29 ' 11<{4 | 18 45 47 121
30-34 0o . 13 34 22 69
35-40 5 12 15 20 52
> 41 7 2 7 7 23
Not - s
Identified 1 9 10 20

155 LX) 357 344 .| 1090




The sample was also analyzed by age. As age was catepor-
dzned for the First year the questionnaire’ was given, the.same
categorics were used in the final analysis. See Table 11 for
breakdown of sample by age. The highest proportion of the
sample fell into the age category of 21 to 24.

]

2.2 Comparison of Pre and Post Attitude Respomses

; o A second use of the Chi Square was to deter-
mine the significant differences, if any, between the preliminary
and the post questionnaire responses for the individuals in ‘the
sample’. This was dene by year and the results are clted in
Table.12 and discussed in the followin material. '

. Data wé&e analyzed using the six/pojnt scale listed on each
questionnaire: strongly agree, agree, not sure but probably ‘agree,
not sure but probably disagree, disagree, and strongly disagree.
“The Chi Square analysis for pre and post responses are based on
the six point scale. A summary of the four years was made in
‘which the categories of -strongly agree and agree were combined,
the not sure categories were combined into an uncertain category,
and the two disagreement categories were combined. These data
are glven for Efrons’ six factors and each item from the short.

form (Tables 13,14,15,16.17,18). .
RS " 2.3 Analysis of Factor I: Segregation via
Institutionalization - '

This factor, according to Efrons, projects the
attitude that retardates and the handicapped should be removed
from active participation in day-to-day activities engaged in by
gocicty; and these individuals should be segregated into loca-
ti@ns.wherewthe{ can be sugervised and protected (Figure 29,
ftems 1, 7,13,19,25). Agreement with the statements in this
factor. supported the attitude of segre%ation via institutional-
ization. Disagreement with the items in this factor indicated
integration af these individuals into the "mainstream’” of society.

An overwhelming majority of the respondents supported the
idea of integration (Table 13). After opportunities to observe
children with handicaps in an integrated preschool the propor-
rion of respondents supporting integration increased. The total
sample for ‘the project period showed an increase in support of
integration for every item in this factor. Of the five state-
ments, four had a significant increase between preliminary and
post responses for the first year of the study, one had a signif-
icant increase during "the second year, and one in the third*year,

while three showed significant increases for the last year of . -
the project. A favorable attitude toward ntygration at the onset
L Wy ) s ‘
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. Table 12
@; , ~ .
] U [ | ~ ﬁ ‘
i “COMPARTSON OF PRE_AND POST ATTITUDE_QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES
3 s A e |
. Facter TItem  1971-72 . 1972-73  1973-74 . 1974-15-
, T 1 .51 . .01t - o1t
X 7 05T - .
13 | | o1t
19 .05% - 054 -
25 051" v 051
1T . 2 05y .05 014
8 .05 o
14 .05t .05 . &
| | 20 “ .01y . ‘
S T 3 3 ‘ 05¢
9 T '
15 .05 L0571
21 054 o
IV 4 S C
‘ 11 o5t
o 16 054 :
22 - .05% 051, 051
v 5
| 10 051 -
17 | ,
23 .05% 051 0Lt EL)
) VI .o O
. - f'12
& 18 _ . .
24 .05}
2

T ipcreased'disagreemenc

} increased.agreement

N -
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o I . 3 ”

of ‘cach year of the project (the preiiminary test analysis)
probably limited the number of significant changes thatfoccurred.

2.4 AnﬁTysis of&E ctor'II:u'Cultural’DéBrivaEion »

. Statements in this factor sought attitudes
toward beliefs that cultural deprivation is a significant reason
for.retardation (Figure 29, items 2,-8,14,20). Agreement with
the statements in this factor’support the idea that retardation

n and handicaps are the result of cultural deprivationm, while dis-
agreement with the statements support the attitude that cultutal
limitations are not the influqncing factor and that care and
training can overcome some of 'the problems. . '

Responses to this factor were not clear-cut. Neither the
preliminary nor- the post responses gave a clear majority to sup-
port or nonsupport of cultural deprivation. The largest pro~/P
portion did support the attitude that cultural deprivation is
not the influencing factor; but a similar number of responses

_were in the uncertain category, both pre and post, indicating
that a substantial number of respondents did not know exactly

' how cultural deprivation {nfluenced retarded and other individ-
uals with handicaps. : T

[}

When analyzed on a six-point spread there was a significant
difference in the pre and post responses for three of the four
items in the first year, one in the second, Evo in the third,
and one in the fourth, Whe#r data were combined into the three
categories there was no significant difference between pre and
post attitudes (Table 14). . -

2.5 Analysis of Factor I1II: NonCondemnatory
> Etiology :

‘ & Statements for this factor assessed the
attitude that *“chance occurrence'' was resgonsible‘for having
retarded or handicapped thildren. Some of the statements requir-
ed a%reement to support ''chance occurrence', while others requir-
ed disagreement (Figure 29, items 3, 9,15,21). The majority of

o respondents believed that chance occurrence is the basic reason
| . for retardation. Post response results were somewhat stronger

" in support of this concept. In the first year of the project,
| two of the four statements exhibited significant differences
‘ between preliminary and post study responses when analyzed on
|
|
|

LY

the six point scale. When data were combined into three catego-

- ries there was no significant difference. 1In the second and ¢
fourth years only one statement had a significant difference.
In the third year no significant difference was found (Table 15).

4




Table 13 ( . .

ATTITUDES RELATED TO FACTOR I: SEGREGATION VIA INSTITUTIONALIZAT]

Data in percent; summary of all respondents

621

1 N = 1090 )
Item Numbgrv - Disagree Uncertain 2
' Pre Post Pre Post ° e |
80.00 ~  88.50 13.5 - 7.00 ]
‘ - 48.75 57.25 42.75 33.75 f
13 68.:50 76.50 24.75 19.25 . !
19 78.75 84.25 18.25 - 11.50 ]
25 68.00 ~75.75 25.50 16.75
Table 14
ATTITUDES RELATED TO FACTOR II: GQULTURAL DEPRIVATION
Item- Number Disagree . " Uncertain
Pre . Posty Pre ! Post o
41.50 35.47 . 35.25 32.00
. 37.00 35.00 37.75 . 34.25
14 43.50 43.25 °  +42.50 ,38.00 .
20 50.50 49.00 -« 36.50 31.75
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UDES RELATED TO‘FACTOR I:

Table 13
SEGREGATION VIA

’

INSTITUTIONALIZATION

Data in percent; summary of all{;eSpondents

R 3

14

f*,

4

11.75

N = 1090
Dgsagree Uqurtain _ Agree
Pre . Post " - Pre _ Post Pre ‘Post
. 80.00 '88.50 - 13.5 7.00. 5.50 . 4.25
3 - 48.75 57.25 42,75 33.75 7.75 . 7.23
: 68.50 76.50 24.75 19.25 5.00 ~.3.50
“78.75 84.25 * 18.25° 11.50 2.25 3.25
68.00 .75.75 25.50 16.75 3.75 400
7 R = :
Table 14 - .
ATTITUDES RELATED TO'FACTOR II: CULTURAL DEPRIVATION
‘ Disagree: ‘o »  Uncertain Agfee
N\
Pre Post Pre. Post Pre Post
41.50 35.47 35.25 32.00 22.00 24.75.
37.00 35.00 37.75 34.25 "23.75 28:00
43.50 43.25 42.50 38.00 12.00 17.50
50.50 49,00 © 36.50 '31.75

E



qthe'program by this time.

i

N\

2.6 Analysis .of Factor IV: -Personal Exclusion

»

. - "This factor assessed attitudes related to
persondl contact with people with handicaps. ;It focusced on
.interpersonal relationships such as having :ﬁéarded and persons
Wwith disabilities in one's own family. Persdnal tragedy and
rejection are important connotations in this factor (Figure 29,
items 4,11,16,22). Questions were stated so, that disagreement
with two of the items and agreement with the other ‘two indicated
support of integration. S ‘

Y

The majority of the respondents indicatéd a positive atti-

-tude toward individuals with disabilities. They did not support

personal exclusion or rejection. This number increased at the -
post respopse period. During the first year there was a sig- |
nificant change for three of the four items, the second year
showed a significant change for only one item, ‘the third year
the same item exhibited a significant change, and the last year
none of the items had a significant.difference between pre-
liminary and post questionnaires (Table 16). This result could
e attributed, perhaps, tQ the generally favorable attitude
that prevailed at the pretest period. The project hdd been in
operation for three years and many students haé been exposed to

l 2.7 Analysis of Factor V: Auqhoriiafianism

oo ' Responses to statements in this factor
related to the idea associated with the!''ultimate authority".
According to the Efrons, the "authoritarian person believes
that 'if people obey God, there would be less mental retarga-
tion!" (p.103). They identify the tetardate as a part of an
out group. The authoritarian person would agree with the state-
ments in-this category (Figure 29, items 57,10,17,23).

The majority of: respondents 'did not support the attitude
of authoritarianism. The number increased at the post response
period for each year. There was a significant change for' two
items during the first year, while each of the remaining vyéars,
1972 - 1975, had a significant change for only one item. How-
ever, only one statement in \entire instrument had a sig-
nificant change for each year .~ That statement was a part of
that factor and implied, "Minimally retarded persons are more
comparable to the most profoundly retarded than they are to the
nonretarded." Each year responses to.this .statement had a sig-
nificant increase in the number of persons who disagreed with
the idea. It might be postulated that exposure to the.various
levels of retardation in the integrated preschool program had
some influence on this attitudinal change (Table 17 ).

4
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'2.8 iAﬁastis piwﬁnétor VI: Hopelessness
3

— :
This factor 1s designed-to measure attitudes
iea, o1 Individuals with hapdicaps in terms of prospects for them
A Flgure 29, dtems 6,12,18,24). As with other factors, the ma-
joritv of respondengs indicated an attitude-of hdpe rather than
hopelessness. However, during the four yeard only one statement.
in this factor had a significant chinge betwéen preliminary and
post evaluations. It may be that the reason for this lies in
the high proportion of respondents who supported the attitude of
thope at the preliminary study pericd.- When the data were Sugma-

- rized for the four years and categorized into three groupss it

should be noted that there was a slight decrease in the hopeful

“rattitude gand a corresponding slight increase in an attitude of

hopelessness. However, the change was not significant by sta-
tistical tests (Table 18)- : . ’ A :

| ) . N
SUMMLTY . . '
' /

The questionnaire used for determining attitudes was chang-
ed betyeen the second and third year of the project by develpp-
ing a ghort version. Statistical analyses of thk two forms '
demonstrated that they were both measuring the same things and
‘that data obtalned on the short form were nao different from
data obtained on' theé long form. Therefore, all summary data
have been obtained from the questions used on the short form.

. While the instrument uysed is not- standardizgd it did appear to *
*measure attitudes witﬁ*ungférmity over the project period.

§ . ] v ¢ [ .

The findingJ this. study indicate that the students en-
rolled in. various courses in Home Economics - Child Development,
the parents of the Presc¢hool children, and the teachers have
similar- attitudes. .These attitudes reflect a general suppert of
the integration of people with disabilities. The support of
favorable attitudes toward retarded persons is similar to that
found by the Efrons' in their study of students and teachers in
the field of retardation. However, these results appear to
contradict the findings of Affleck (1966) who found a prevalence

“of low status attitudes’ toward the retarded. The difference
could well be .the result of national emphagis on the status of

rerarded persons. The: positive direction.attltudes seem to have
been effected by President John F. Kennedy .in his plea for ..
predter understanding of the needs of the retardéd and the 8sub-

sequent increase .in the last decade of community programs, re-

search, films, books, and television and radio programs, The -
prevalence of favorable attitudes toward.retarded and other per-
song with disabilities that was found at the post response peri-

~@d9maK be due to the observation experience of the integrated
0

preschool program. Many of the col ege gtudents reported that
they found it difficult to identify the children with disabili-
tiey since they seemed to be involved in all the '"ndrmal™

r o . , . .
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. ‘Table 15 -~

Item Number

ATTITUDES RELATED TO FACTOR III: _ NONCONDEMNATORY ETIOLOGY

. Disagree L ‘Uncertain ° o
- Pre ~ Post . Pre Post ‘Po
3 . -10.25 °  9.00  7.50 7.75 - A1
9 ‘' 47.75 T 45.50 29.75 - - 29.75 To21
15 5450 65.70 .  38.00 - 27.00 5
21 3.00 3.50 - 5.00 4.75. - 90
' ! ‘
. Table 16 , ‘]
ATTITUDES RELATED TO FACTOR IV: PERSONAL EXCLUSION

Item Number Disagree - Uncertain. ' -
R Pre Post “  Pre Post PA
T 4 7.25 6.75 _28.25 21.50 . 63
o1 53.75 60.00 o 3325 . 29.75 12
16 ° 1.7 2.75 8.50 . 1.7 8d

22

67.00 78.50 . 24.50. - 13.75 7.

»*




| , Table 15 ,
TTITUDES RELATED TO FACTOR III: NONCONDEMNATORY ETIOLOGY
- Disagree ) Uncertain Agree
Pre Post Pre Post # Pre ®ost
10.25 = 9.00 7.50 « 7.75 81.00 82.75
47.75 45.50 29.75 . 29.75- ©R1.00 22.75
54.50 "65.70 ' 38.00 27.00 V. 525 5,75
3.00 ° 3.50 . ‘”5.90 4$é$5' 90.00 88.50
. & Table 16 | . 9
ATTITUDES RELATED TO FACTOR IV: PERSONAL EXCLUSION
, DAi.sagree_ ) Uncertéiin o Agree )
Pre Post Pref‘? Post . Pre Post
7.25 6.75 . 28.25 21.50 63.25 68.75
53.75 60.00 *33.25 29.75 12.50  9.25
1.75 2.75 8.50 7.75 88.75 87.75
} 67.00 78.50 . 24.50 13.75 6.50  5.50 °




7 ' )
B ‘ ) Table 17 : =
) ' ATTITUDES RELATED TO FACTOR V: AUTHORITARIANISM
Item Number Disagree Uncertain X
“ Pre Post Pre . Post * ' Px
5.+ 68.25 76.00  27.75  19.50 o
10 48.25 . 51.00 . . 32.75 31.75 1]
17 57.50 . 54.75 28.25 27.50 c1
23 .. 60.00 71.75 30, 75 18.75
o B g . . -~
» ’ !
e ‘ o Table 18 ° .
- " ) _ATTITUDES RELATED TO FACTOR VI: HOPELESSNESS
- . Item Number Disagree i . Uneertain . ,
. Pre \ ‘Post ’ !Przal ‘Post Pi
-6 . 83.25 _.82.50 13.25 i2.25 1
) 12 »90.00 88.50 7,78 - 7.50 2
" 18 : 93.50 90.75 4 | 2.75 - 4.00 ° o2
& 24 T 22.00 19.25 - 45.50 36.25 .31
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" _Table 17

ATTITUDES RELATED -TO FACTOR V: AUTHORITARIANISM .

@

<a

Disagree Uniﬁrtain Agree

Pre Post Pre ’ Post _ Pre Post
68.25 76.00 27.75 Wiso | 2,257 " 2.50 -
48,25 51.00 32.75 31.95 17.50 45.25°
57.50" 54.75 28.25 27.50 "14.00 16.00 °

3 60. 00 71.75 30.75 18.75 o 5.25  4.50

% Table 18 - ;

! " ATTITUDES RELATED TO FACTOR VI: HOPELESSNESS ~

; Disagree " . Uncertaiti ” Agree

E Pre _Post Pre Post Pre - Post
83.25 82.50 13.25 12.25 3.75  4.50
90.00 88.50 7.75 "7 7.50 2.00 3.50
93.50 90.75 2,75 4.00 2.50  3.25
22.00 19.25 45.50 36.25 31.25  40.50
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_activities of the preschool. Students also expressed the

sentiment that the children with handicaps were more like than
utilike the "normal" child than they had previously belii§§é£;
avor-

At the beginning of each project period; general¥y
able attitudes toward individuals with disabilities were

' .found among the students tested. These attitudes were ound -

to be more positive at each post questionnaire period. :There-
fore it may be hypothesized that changes in attitude are oc- ;
curing as a result of long term influences as well as short
term exposure to an integrated program. The evidence of in-
creased undexstanding of persons with handicaps is supported
by the increasing number of young people who are selecting
professions involving work with the retarded or physically
handicapped.

f—
>

It is important- to caution the reader to consider the type
of sample used before making any vast general conclusions. The
narrow composition of the sample studied does restrict con-
clusions to a population with similar experiences, i.e. a col-
lege education and some training in child development, and with
an opportunity to work with and/or to observe an integrated
preschool program. ’ ' .

?.} .

¥
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. '”*”Fiﬁgfe’29 e A?§it;§fv7f
CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS ,
Preschool Laboratory .

Calirornla State Univereity. Northrldge o ,\\\

1

° ~.

* BACKGROUND INFORMATION OF RESPONDENTS . .

et . .
< - » . .

f;g No. _ _ _ X ‘ ' Date:
'II. Ages (0) ___ 17 or under (3) __ 20 (6) - 25 -
- (1) 18 () __ 2 (7)____30-34.
L (2) < “ (5) __"22 - 24 {8) ___ 35 - )
< ) (9) .___ 4l-or over
III. Sex: (1) __. male (2) ____ female |
‘IV. A. Students: Instructor of this course B. Others: °Identification
ﬁ . il) ____ Blackmon (3) __Clarkx . (5)___CSUN Preschool Teacher
2) -Bender (%) —_Gorelick - (6)_-_parent of Preschgoler

oy

AL Number of courses taken in Child Development. Psychology. Education,
' Special Education ___ ' . ;-. %

:VI. Have ¥ou had d1rert ?o?tact or experience with persons with handicaps?
yes 2 .

FOR STUDENTS AND PRESﬁHOOL 'I‘EACHERSx

3

-
-

VII. Majors (l) Hote Economlcs (2)_° child Dev. (3)___Other

VIII. Class level: 51) * Freshman §; ‘Juhior &5) Graduate Student
. 2)_sophomore (i, — Senior (6) Unclas31f1ed

FOR PARENTS OF PRESCHOOLERS:

kX. Income: ' “ ’ , .

(1) selow 3,000 (3) ___ 7;000-9,999  (§).__ 15,000-19,999
(25 500002 999 (% ) 10 000-14,999 (&) —_ 20,000 +

Xe Number of chlldren

.
«

X1, Occupatlon of fatherl

— Professional - 25 __ Student =
; _-__ Business Executive 6)-___ Unemployed .
___ Teacher 2? ___Clerical
It ) ____ Blue Collar 8) ___ Other
X1I. chupatlon of mother: ’
(1) ___ Professional (5) ___ Student
» (2) —_ Business Executive (6) —__ Housewife
] 22 ____ Teacher (7) ___ Secretary
“ — (8) T other

Factory Worker

135
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hApULe @y WA e ek Al g I

S ATTITUDE SCALE oo !

o Fcr each of the following statemonts ctrcle the number in thc right
. margin that indicates your reaction to ‘the statement. Circle according
-~ _to the following guldey

-~

-

strongly agree . e .
agree : ’

not sure but probably,agree . ‘
not sure but probably disagree .
disagree

strongly disagree

=MW & O

! {
R I Children who are blind,.deaf, or have other physical 6 5 4 3 2 1

handicaps should never be integrated 1nto regular

. .clusses for "nqrmar'children. . T\
£

2 \A\gg\stantlal cause of mental retardation is 6 5 -4 3 2 1
" eultural and educational impoverishment, ' :

3, It 18 wrong to laugh at a mental retardate. 6 5 4 3 2 1

L, Parents should encourage their childrén to asseoiatgg 6 5 4 3 2 1
with an& play with a physically handicapped .child, ' ’

’

5, Retardatidn 1s one of the two largest causes of 6 5 4 3 2 1
' sex crimes, b _ .

6. ‘As sad as 1t 15 o admit it, there really is little * 6 5 & 3 2 1

.hope for the mentally retarded, - o
. 6 ! ! ‘1
7 g%tggdp%yrpe to trust a younger child with an older 65 4 3 271
8, In many instances, llliteracy and mental retardation 6 5 & 3.2 1

are . 1nd18t1ngulshable.

9. Mental retardation 1s no different from any physical 6 5 4 3. 2- 1
handicap. ® . .

-

10, For the retardate ,: kindness is" more 1mportant ‘then "6 5 4 3 2 1
an educational program. ’ . .

11, Expecting retardates to fit into our highly competi- 6 5 4 372 o
tive soclety is expeoting toog much. ‘

12, Our govérnment has spent too.much of our tax money 6 5 4 3 2 1
on services for the mentally retarded and/or thc -
+  physically handioapped ohlld,

13, Mentally retarded ohildren ahould live in speoial 6 5.4 3 2 1
ingtitutions where they can be auperviaod and protected,. ‘

14, Programs, such as Headstart, thdt broaden the child'sé 5 4 3 2 1
experience at an early age, prevent cases of mental
retardation, |

" -

: L

. - ——n -
Q ) 1”6)

N JArur Provide Ic ‘ ’




@ @

children, °

children of
. . soclety.

rigure <y (conciugea)

% .

-l -

“

|

/

R ) . ’ \\\\ . :
16, If given the opportunity and trathing, physically

‘handiéapped children can get along with "noymal® |

_18.' Helping’develqp“educatlonal programs for mentally
B retardgd children 1s a waste of the taxpayer's
money. :

.19, It would be kinder to establish separate communi-
ties for the physically handicapped where they
would hot feel Bo out of place,

20, ' The xAjority of the mentally fetarded are the
i the more disadvantaged classes of our

[ |
21, Decent payents are Just as likely to have a

mentally retarded child ‘as any other parents,

22.' Ig is unfair to.the "normal"~ch11dren~to have
réetardates in-the same classroom,

23, Minimally retarded persons are more neérly compar-

able to the mozt profoundly retarded than they
are vo the non—retarded,

17, The most important principle in teaching retardates 6 5 4 3 2 1
- ‘4g to protect them against experiencing fallure,

3

15, .Physigally handicapped chi}dren*afe u&ualiy behavior 6 5 4 3 2 1
: problems, . / ' L

6. 9 4 3 2 1

6 5 4 3 5/.1

6 5 4 3 2 1

'

24, "Normal" children who agsoclated with the handicapped 6 5 &4 3 2 1

' child develop feelings of empathy.

'25. Mést mental retardates are‘better off in an insti-
tution qith othérs of their kind, )

6 5 4 3 2 1 T

B ' \)
Adapted by Dr, Molly C, Gorelick ‘from Efron, Measurement 6} Attitudes .

Toward the Retarded, 1967,

lec 7/73
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Chapter VII

- : i - DISSEMINATION

_ . - Y
5 .

~ P
A g 3

Project t ' ﬁ‘. C et t -
Objectives: I. The core training program will provide knowledge ;
. - and campetency ih:. o
hD) iﬁferpfeting the goals of the program to the
. —__~~on-and off-campus community.

V. Demonstrate .the use of methods far insuring on-
going open communication between- schaol, home,
arid community. ) o '

-

4 - ) . N

Introduction , , : R

, The project staff took the position that the materials be-
ing developed should be made available to the professional and :
lay communities as they evolved. The rationale behind the on-

"' going dissemination of information was the desire to create a.
two-way flow of ideas. ’ ' / '

.. The feedback received from the®various communities suggest=
ed continuing directions and .changes to the, project staff. The .
tremendous response to some of the project products, e.g..the ..
film "A Child is a Child" and the Developmental Teacher Competen-
cy Checklist, provided-évidence that the materials being produc-
ed by the project staff were making a positive contribution to
both professional and lay communities.” (See Appendix G for let-

ters of request for "A Child is a Child'" and other project mater-

'ialsuanq Table 19 for their distribution.) "/ -

-

.~

. In order to provide for the broadest possible dissemination
of the accomplishments of the Project a multi-directional plan

. was formulated. : The plan included the utilization of numerous
outlets as diagrammed in Figure 30. The presentation of papers,
films, and slide productions to international’, national, state,
and local conferences was a key method used to broadcast the
purposes of the project to both off-campus and on-campus com-
munities. - Interviews of the project staff by the press; tele-

+ vision, and radio were initiated by representatives of the vari-
ous media and in some instances by the project staff themselves.
Some examples of dissemination strategiles and outcomes are fur-
nished in this chapter. -2 )

Strategy 1.0 Press Coveragé' : e

. . . . ;
Tpe University Public Relations Department issued pressg

15& 138
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CoL Figure 30
*. PROJECT DISSEMINATION
1971-75
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(Chapter VII) |(Appendix)
OFF-CAMPUS
c
0
M
M
U

N -
I
T
Y

139 -
159




- F .
releases when notice of the renewal of the grant funds was
received. They also cooperated in, issuing other releases.

In addition, ‘the project staff would télephdne newspaper re-
porters a351gned to special interestsareas to inform them
about some forthcoming event. Editors and reporters from news-
papers and newsletters,were most cooperative in printing arti-
cles concerning the prOJect The amount of newspaper coverage

.of the project was analyzed in terms of column inches ‘published
( ‘Table 20° ). A listing of the 1973-74 articles is prov1ded as

an illustration of press publlcity

Newspapers: o S

1. Valley View

)a) July 18i‘1973 “Préséhool Lab now Registering" .

b) July 18, 1973 '"Grant Awarded Study Program of
‘Handicapped" .

¢) Sept. 5, 1973 "Preschool Lab New Approach with
Youngsters' Earlier Needs"

d) Sept. 19,.1973 "Scholaréhips Outlined for Pre-
: ‘ schoolers', .

2. los Angeles Times

a) Julyl9, 1973 ”Grant for Handicapped Awarded
. College"

b) Sept. 16, 1973 "Preschool Children Eligible for
Awards" _

c) Nov. 4, 1973 "'"Preschool Program Topic of -Short
" Film . - 'A Child is a Child' "

d) Jan. 31, 1974 “Festivak Slated for Films on
. Handicapped'.

3. The News Green Sheet !

a) July 12, 1973 '"Preregistration for CSUN Children
. Laboratory Set'

b) July 26, 1973 'CSUN Laboratory Open for Preschool-
*  ers"

c) Aug. 26, 1973 'CSUN Handicapped Child Program -
. Given U.S. Funds'

P 140 ,
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R ) " Table 19

DISTRIBUTION QF PROJECT MATERIALS °
e "‘ .

Materials Requested Total Tota¥| Non-Requested Maﬁeriglsl
Re- . |Dist. o *
. quests | ,
“U.S. Reglons / - |{u.s. Reglons
W SW MW S E For- W SW MW .S E For-
o, ‘ ‘ eign | ] , elign
- *Packet'#l BO |11 |59 (2471 6' 201 207 ||-40 |2 ] &4 2W 14 2
Misc. .
Journal _ - ‘ Co
— Articles. b7 | & 7 118 1 98 100 |[{-13 2 7 -}
*%Director- [Jlfl | 7 | 1|6 - 86 109 || 590|5| 22{ 3| 29| 5°
ies . . ) , ‘ .
Brochures
*Packet #1 . Contents-
; 1. Developmental Teacher Competencv : -t ‘c) Pre
Checklist d) Uniy
' 2. Tedcher Assessment Proflle . Atti
3. Abstracts . Ment
.. a) Predicting Preschoolers' . " 4. "A Child I
\\,\{ , Activity Choices , 5. "What's in:
b) Course Expectations 6, 1972-1973 3
- Project s
. 7. "Careers"
-4 **Directories: ''Presch

- Integrate Children
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Table 19 ° - ' t

DISTRIBUTION -QF PROJECT -MATERIALS . f :

*

ﬁé%ials Requested Totdl |Totalj) Non-Requested Matérials Total| Grand .
Re- ADist.} Dist.| Total !
| V quests’| ‘ ~ Dist. !
S. Regions. 1L U.S. Regions ' . ‘
SW MW S E For- ‘ W SW MW S E For- . |
¢ <. e ign / ei gn l
. v f h‘ ’ ‘I
11 |59 {24|71| 6 201 »| 207:{ 40 |2] & | 2 14{ 2 64 271 ‘
1 ) N . ‘ ﬂ
| - : Q |
e | 7] 1)) 1 98 | 100 || 13 2| # 1 23 [oas |
I , . ¢ : ' 7
L | 7| 16f / 86 109 || s90|5| 22| 3| 29| 5 |654 | 763/}
, | a
1 . |[r200 {1,200 l;ébOi
;ents: /ﬁ | ' Vf 3 :
relopmental Téacher Competency . . ¢) Preschools /Willing
cklist | - d) University/Students’
cher Assessment Profile , Attitudes ffbward the
tracts ' Mentally Retarded

a) Predicfing Preschoolers’

, 4. "A Child Is a Child" film flyer
Activity Choices 5. "What's in a Label"
b) Course Expectations 6. 1972-1973 and 1973-1974
- Project summaries
7. "Careers' project brcchures
#*Directories: ''Preschools Willing o

Integrate Children with Handicaps”

v 7 . cou e}\)
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» ‘ | " rable 20 . Y
o N SUMMARY DT PUBLICATTONS o
el © 1971 -41975
LT n - .
’ ‘ Number of  Column
“ ” Articles . ;nggg
"Articles in’Pfoféssiogal Journals" - f 6 v 595
l Newsletters | ' ( L Ny { 12 /“g 148 7/8
. Newspapers: 4 e
| Sundial = - - 10 . 103 1/8
‘  Faculty Newsletter \ 2 12/8
Focus -~Home Economics .k\\\\\\ ’ 5. . 87 5/8
Dotoerainy “ortheidse o - 2 18 5/8
Uﬂiversityvlnformation P \\\\x
| Bulletin o © 34 42
‘0f f -Campus: | ) .*
"7 Los Angeles Times | / 9 127 6/8
C;pley Chain and misé:‘- . ,
(Partial Listing) * ) 7 97 6/8
tﬂqiiy Review | . 2 97 4/8
| Valley View S N - 71 1
-Valley News and Green §hee§ . 13 123 3/8
Totals: Y 2195.
. ' “ ’ 2
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d) Sept. 9, 1973 '"Name Aides to Assist Preschool" . °
¢ e) Sept.13,-1973 'Name Aides to Assist Preschool” - *
£) Oct. 18, 1973 "Boy Sought for CSUN Préséhool? 0

2

‘4. The Copley Chain and Miscellaneous Newspapers

- W hed &
* e W

a);'Oct. 2,¢1973 The Da;1§ Review "Gifted, Retq;d- |

ed Learn Together at Northmidgeyi

b) Oct. 3, 197« The Daily Review 'Label Can Be
’ J . .Harmful - Do School Tests Categor-

Z

ize Students?" -

- ¢) Nov.'l, 1973 San Diego Evening Tribune "Test
K Results - They Don't Tell Fvery-
-thing about Youth"

Ze
2

d) Nov.'5, 1973  Star Free Press "All Children

Share Bond, Sayg Educational Film -

, 'A Child is a Chjld'"
v : - ’

L 4
.

Strategy 2.0 Lectures-and Conferences

- B . [

Papers were submitted to professional organizations whose
membership the staff felt would be most interested, in learning
about the project,e.g. Amdrican Association on Mental Déficien-
cy (AAMD), Council for Exceptional Children (CEC), National .
Rehabilitation Association (NRA), National Association for thes:
Education of Young Children (NAEYC), and the American Psycho-
logical “Association (APA). Invitations to speak at national,
state, and local conventions and, organizations were accepted
when feasible (See Appendix H ). ‘ . ‘

3
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~Sérategy 4.0 Television and Radio

-

Stpategyel.o Publications in Journafs

£
-

Articles cohcerning the work of the project were submitted- °
to a number of professional jourhals.. The following is a list.
of the titles of‘the articles and journals which accepted -them.

vy
L)

Journal Articles

September/ - Children 'Teaching Parents to Shape

October 1971 ¢ Behavior .of -‘Autistic Child-
. » . ren v ! : -
March 1973 Human Behavior ‘“f? A Simple. Gourse in Sex for
. , " the MegtgllyﬁRetérdeJ'
. Feb. 15, 1974 Piagetian Theor. "AquaéSificaﬁion of Concepff‘
‘ . ‘ and the Helpin® Representations Schema’
. Professions - USC : ; Tl ‘
« (Monographs) -

-

" 1s There a ConSensus in.

Wirtter 1974 UCL:A Educator
University Students’ Course

z - . Expectations?’
)
July/Aug 1974 Journdl of - % '"Are Preschools Willing to
-+ Rehabilitation Integrate Children with
. vf Handicaps?' :
. Séptember 1974 Journal of Healsh, ."What's in a Label’

Physical Education, °.
and Recreation .

5

4.1 Television q 2 ; , )

<

Newspapér articles led to television’ and

radio producers becoming interested in the project. As a result,

KNBC's special community program "Focus" organized and produced
a half-hour ‘program describing the '""Careers In Integrated Early
Childhood Programs'. The presentation included a narrated tour

" of the facility, aescription of the pregchovl curriculum, and

interviews with Developmental Head and-Assistant Teachers, a

© . teacher from a community integrated school, former trainees,

.and parents of children with and-without .disabilities enrolled

in the preschool. The .special television program was. shown oh
Febrggry 23,_1974. o . w . h

ik
—~

gg" .




3 . : 3 L
» s ' 4.2 Radio
. . . 3 —

: . ‘ . N .
| Station KFWB, which Treguldrly reports’local
: : news items, was céntacted-by the projeéct staff to announce the |
x ) Fifth Annual Film Festival Seminar dealing with the exception-
: : al individual- as portrayedein films. The station interviewed
. the project director about the Festival and attitudes toward
e individuals with handicaps. _Excerpts from the interview were

?rogdcast at regular imtervals throughout the day on March 7,

P 97 . . " . - . ¢ ) . - .. - -‘,,v
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Strategy 5.0 Visitors &£o the Preschool-Laboratory, >
] ' ~ a3 7 e

&

hd -
- L o

| J 5.1 ' On-Campus Vigito;s_

S . To encouragk dissemiration of.information
_about the Preschool integrated program to students-and faculty
throughout the university, invitations to visit and observe the
N Preschool Laboratory were circulated. A number of ptofessors
’ at the university required observation at the Preschool as an
extension of their didactic course offerings. In addition 'to
the Home. Economlcs Department, the group responsible for the

operation of the Pregchool, departments that participated
included: ~ = ‘ « . p

. . Anthropologyé

. ; T . ‘Education

, ; - Music- J

¢ - L Physical Education
. I Rsfchology/

5 : Special aﬁd Rehabilitation Education .

L : . Speech - |
- ' Sociolbgﬁ
v < Art |
Recreation
¢ Health Science:

-

5.2 Off-Campus Visitors

As part of the ongoing in-service trainin
4 program which reached out into the community-, teachers and admin-
1 istrators as well as volunteers from various community ‘preschools |
S - and public schools came to observe and learn about the integrated
. nursery school program. Other visitors included “consultants
[ . from the State Department og'Education,,the Southwest Regional

|
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2 Education Research Labo®atory; and educators from other states
as well as’ other countries (e.g. Eloisa Garcia de Lorenzo,
Montevideo, Uruguay; Dr. Jakob Oster, Denmark). .In an effort

to reach potential university students, local high schools and
junior colleges were also invited to visit the Preschool Lab-
oratory. The following are some of those whosestudents and/or -

. faculty*visited the preschool: )

5

» ’*” -

° Antelope Valley Community College
: , 'Uniyersity 6f Southern California 4
T . ﬁ Les Ahgeles Valley College '
' S CQ}lége of the Canyons
California Institute of the Arts

Santa Monica.City College
Moorpark Community College *
Pasadena Commuﬁ{ty éollege
.  Gulver City High School 2 ' .
B " Agoiira High School ‘
T Birmingh;mfﬂigh School
Chatsworth High School
TafE-Higb School |
Granada Hills High School
Sylmar High School ‘
Fountain Valley School District
Monroe High School. 5\\ o o

.,

« These observations and visits served the important function
' of introducing young people and the commupity to the concepts.
inherent in the integrated program. Further, these visits stimu-
lqiﬁd’interest in careers in the field of early childhood pro-
gréms. Figure 31 shows the number of student and visitor hours
of observation atbshe preschool (1971-75). Y

.

Strategy 6.0 Identifying'Cbmmunity,Resources for\Integrating
' Children with Handicaps - Y

.
kS

’ 3
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The publicity given to the integrated project resulted in
numerous calls from physicians, parents, psychologists, clinics,
and agencies desiring placement of children with handicaps in
the University Preschool Laboratory. Since only 12 children
with disabilities were accommodated in the school's four glasses,
the need arose to seek other referral resources. Another im-
portant need for identifying additional nursery schools was to
notify school directors of the availability of teachers trained
to work in integrated early childhood programs. In order to )
locate preschools willing to enroll children with handicaps, an
initial survey (Figure 32 ) was undertaken in April 1973 in the
Northwest District of Los Angeles County. - ‘ ) T

The results (Gorelick 1974) showed an overwhelming majority
of the respondents agreeable to having children with handicaps
referred to them. Some schools indicated they presently inte- -
grated children with handicaps. The rea#on most frequently cited

for rejecting children with handitaps was@lack of trained staff.

*

- The information was published in a directory titled ''Pre-
schools Willing to Integrate Children with Handicaps"”. The pub-
lication of the directory resulted in requests from agencies,
schools, universities, pediatricians, -and parents throughout Los
Anglelesand the country. Approximately 750 copies of the Direc-
tory were distributed (Figure 33 ). ’

Strategy 7.0 Contacting POtential'Employers | ‘»\\

An attractive brochure was designed to inform potential
employers about the availability of program graduates. The

146 .
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K Figure 31
COMMUNITY VISITATION HOURS TO THE PRESCHOOL LABORATORY

- - " Fall 1970 . -
. o © and Fall Spring Fall Spring. Fall Spring
“ - : S Spring 1971 1971 1972 1972 1973 1973 1974
University . . - ) ‘
, Student Hours 6487 3547 NR 6815 5765 6746 8006
J}\\\\\\\\\\: 4 | | | . ‘ﬁ ¥ &
; * _ Other College oo o -
j Students NR s 30 NR 126 102 98 . 50
T Ao | |
High School : . . | : ) R
~ Students - - NR 163 NR' 379 274 182 120
f‘ . ' - * .
Parents of >
Prospective L ; \
Preschoolers NR ’ NR NR NR 44 52 62
! < | . :
Other Pre- ' . : V ,
school Teachers ' NR “NR NR NR 110 87 30 .
Preschool
Parents' . . ‘ . )
Meetings - . NR NR NR NR  NR NR 112

*Spring 1975 calculations not compléted.
NR - Not Recorded.

@




Figure 31

ECOHMUNITY VISLTATION HOURS TO THE PRESCHOOL LABORATORY

Fall 1970 L , o L
and Fall 'Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall
Spring 1971 1971 1972 1972 1973 1973 1974 1974
6487 T 3547 NR . 6815 5765 . 6746 8006 7603
NR " 30 W 126 102 98" 50 100
. <@ - ) @
i 1 . ' . .
NR : 163 NR . 379 2174 ‘182 120 . 326
< ) » . : a

e - , ~ S .
NR .. NR NR* .. ‘NR - 44 52 62 28
rs NR  NR MR CNRT 110 - 87 30 6
NR NR MR NR  NR NR 112 160

*¥Spring 1975 calculations not compIéted
. NR - Not Recorded

-
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. Placement Center. '

| Center to coordinate job finding efforts. When notices of

_openings were posted on special "Employment Opportunities"

°
o

brochurt described the competencies developed through the train-
"ing program. -The employers were invited to fill out and return
an attached form to .notify the Preschool Laboratory of any em-
ployment opportunities. The brochure was sent to approximately
/150 to 200 employers at the end of each semester (Figure 34 ).

Arrangements were made with the campus Student Placement

‘positions available were received from employers, a copy was
sent.to the Student Placement Center. Approximately 10 to 12
responses fiom employers were received each semester. The job

bulletin boards in the Preschool Laboratory and the Student

/

-Figure 34 - .

. .‘

~ '~ NOTICE OF EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY
(From Project Brochure)

[y
. [y

Namé of School: ‘ Address:

<N
Phone: $ Person to contact:

A

Position: Director . Developmental Heéd Teacher .

[y

Developmental Assistant Teacher Other

Hours: Salary: ' Date position will be open: y

s
Educational Requirements:

¥

Experience:

148




. . Figure 32

6 L

- CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS

Pregchool Laboratory Project '

California State University, Northrldgé
T / Molly C. Gorelick2

MAINSTREANING QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Name of school e . Phone

2. Address R
. nunmber street ’ 21p code

s - a,

. Please check the approprlate category or fill in blanks

as indicated.

3. In what area of the clty is your sehool located°
(e.g. Hollywood - Los Angeles) <

©

- . area city

4, wWhat is the school's present enrollment? -

(01; 10-19 - (05)___50-59 (09)___90-99

(02 20-29 (06)___60-69 (10)_100-125

(03)___ 30 39 - (07)__70-79 . (llg 126 and above
(Ob) 40-49 (08)__80-89 Y- Other:

-5 What is the school's- capacity enrollment?
(01)___10-19 - (05)___50~59 (09) 90 99
(02)___20-29 (06)___60-69 élo) 100-125
(03)__ 30-39 1(07)__70-79 . 11)" - 126 and over

(08)__80-89 (12)" _Gther

. (o) _ho-b9

6. What is the age range of children you enroll in your

school? -

(01)__under 2 to 5 ) (05)____ 05

(02)__2 to 5 506) to 6

(03)__2% to 5 07) Other :

(Ob) 2% to 6 ,

y X ~ S .

7. What is the ratio of adults to children in your-school? .

(01)__1 13 (O4)___1 +°6 (07)_1: 9

(02) 11 4 05; 1 7 (08; 1 IO

(03)__11: 5 06)__11: 8 (09)___Other_.

\4 fa9

“ 1"1 ,
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10.

11.

j. '¥ 12.

13.

* presently attending your school?

-

Figure 32 (continued) 'A’ ’

»

¥

Number of volunteers?

Other _ ‘
Number of teachers with Standard Teaching Credentials?

a) -Total number of teaching staff?

b) e
o

d

e) Other Credentials List

-

Please list the tuition per month for the sessions
you schedule. . _
) Tuition .

Session ~ Times per week Monthly Weekly

(OI, ]:.M.
02) -AM. '
03) A.M.
AM.
“PJM.
P.M.

i
07; P.M.
2

P.M.

Full day
Full day
Full day -
12) Full day
(13) oOther .

T

il

Do you have any children with physical handicaps

(01)__Yes (02)___No

.,

Do you have any children with mental- handicaps
presently attending your school? ’ .
(01)___Yes ' ] (02___No :

L3

I1f you answered NO to questions 10 and 11, check the

appropriate reason(s) below.

201)___Inappropriate facilities:

02)___Lack of staff special training.

203)___ﬂould require additional.staff. ‘

O4)"__Philosophy opposed to integration of children
f with handicaps. , ‘

505)___Lack of appropriate license.

06)_Other -

Are you willing to accept referrals of children with

handicaps now?
(01) __Yes (02) __No
150 .
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‘'Figure 32 (concludea)

1

14. If referrals of children, with handi%aps were made :to
your school - which wouiﬁ you be willing to enroll?

o

(01 autistic ‘(10) eerebral palsied
(02 epileptic | ) (severe)
(03 partially deaf - (11)__Down®s syndrome
- - .. (o)~ partially blind \ ("Mongol sm" )
: ‘v 05 profoundly-deaf (12)___mildly mentally
- Q6 totally blind . retarded
(07)_ _emotionally disturbed (13)___severly mentally
(08)" orthopedically . retarded
- handicapped 7 .{(14)___Other _ . .
(09) __cerebral palsied. = ‘ T
N (mild) - o : e
g ‘ o . | I
‘ v o ’ ‘ -
% " Additional comments: o
? < ) - i
' & i&f
. -, ‘ g'% E
© . ‘~ \\\j
\
) TN
< . lrnisg stﬁdy was supported in part by the U.S.
‘ Department -of Health, Education and Welfare,’ -
Social and Rehabilitation Service, Rehabilitation . b
Services Administration, 'Grant No. 55-P-u5xuu/9-o3. v 3
2Apprecia_tion,to Patricia Brown and Loretta Friedman
for their assistance in the survey.
N v 3
L] "j‘
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e ~ Chapter VIII °

EVALUATION ACCOUNTABILITY :

E
E B " "Introduction
?
{

The major task of 'this project was the training of
personnel competent to staff programs integrating children with
handicaps into established preschools.

As stated at/ the beginning of this report, the task of
designing a program to train teachers was most difficult since
there is no consgensus as to which .characteristics constitute -
a ''good" teachey. This difficulty is further compounded by the

- : lack of agreement on how to evaluate effectiveness in teaching.
‘Attempts- to establish guidelines for teacher accountability
- have not been successful as evidenced by the divergent efforts
 to implement the Stull Bill, which was passed by the California
" State Legislature in 1971 and required school districts té
measure teacher effectiveness (Flanigan, 1974). Thus, with no
preconceived guidelines for evaluations, the project sought
methods which would provide information orn the successful or
‘" unsuccessful fulfillment of the major project objectives. The:
"evaluation techniques adopted were centered on the consumers of
the program, e.g. the persons obtaining training (Developmental
N Assistant Teachers). Figure 35 is a graphic representation of
the multi channels devoted to providing /a continuous eyvaluation
-« of the progress of the trainees. Other/key sources tapped to
‘ obtain input on the effectivdﬁess of the project training pro-
gram were the: C v \

-a) Children

b) Kindergarten teachers who received former project
. children

c) Supervising teachers | i . ,
.~ d) Parentg f
s ‘e) Field placement supeﬂvisors
f) 'Employers of the former trainees t o ’
g) Professional Adviso#y and Resource Board

h) Professional and lqy feedbadk from disseminated
> materials .

1) Outside evaluator%
/

v
§

/ .

o - £

=
wn
[a%]

oy

.tw. 1'(1E.




v

‘Figure 35

ACCOUNTABILITY SCHEMA

MENT FORM \ TIONS

FIELD b \phonE  \VISITS
COl TAN

. ) - .
. e M )
\ . N 4 v -

* DICC -. Developmental Teacher Competency Checklist ‘ .

. . E ’ B ETYEY

T . ‘ 4' 153 ) 440
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Strategy 1.0 Effect of Integration on Children-

-

The processes for assessing the children's development
during their enrollment in the présehool program were report-
ed in Chapter V - Practicum. Figure36 summarizes these pro-
cesses. " o . Y
-Introduction .

-~ " ) . ; ;

The validity and reliability of measurements of intellec-
ual functioning of youpg children has always been a subject of
debate’ in the literature,  The findings lean toward the view
that the 'younger the child, the less predictive are measures
of intellectual ability. '"The F#ls 'data show that the correla-
tion between tests given-at age three with retests of the same
"subjécts at age four is .83, and that at successive age levels
the correlations with the three year tests regularly decrease
until at age 12 the coefficient has dropped to .46." (Stanford-
Binet Manual, 1960, p.. 16.) ‘& : .

14

Questions relating to the effect of the integrated program
on the children's functioning were forthcoming from professionals
as well as from parents. For example: . <
"Our office has been charged with the task of investigating
the effects of the mainstream concept not only on the handicapped
children, but the regular students as well. We are also interest-
‘ed in identifying the characteristics of programs which are par-

.. ticularly successful.” (Letter, March 1974. _R. "Howard). -

. , Ny u

- Thus the need to provide evidence. of any sighificant changes
in intellectual functioning as-a result of the integration led
to the inclusion of an intelligence testing program during the
second and third years of the project.. :

. A psychologist skilled in- evaluating young children with
digabilities and counseling their parents was engaged to provide
consultation gservices to the project. The consu%ting psycholo-

gist and project staff stressed the weaknesses and dangers of
using test -data as a sole or major criterion in”plan&ing for an -
individual ¢child, Therefore, the testing served the purposes of
* not only measuring changes in ghe children's fuhctioning, but
exposing the traineeg to the-appropriate administration, inter-

£

pretation, and application of. standardized tests.

- i .

oL =~ 1.1 Formal Assessment of Children

Y

.~ 'The Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test and
the Draw-A-Person were administerad during the 1972-73 and 1973-74
project.periods. The children. enrolled were pre and poBt tested
1f thelr records did not include an individual test of intelligence

PO
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1 _ - EVALUATIONS. F THE CHITD

L \ JpareRT—— o ' B
3 : ESTIMATIONS Co .
mwmm
* TEACHER
EVALUATIONS |
CSuly
LANGUAGE,
EVALUATIONS OF . READ;} FST TES
CHILDREN'S TAND.ARD (Speec, Clinic)
"FUNCTIONTNG 1ZED :
b TRy a0 R TESTS | STANFORD-BINET
= -\ ~(psycholggist).
3 ANECmTAIJ b oy 7 . N o-
e RECO DRAW-A-PERSEN -
: , RDS NONSTANDARDIZED (psychologist) /
a > I ) . .
. ’ ) . L '
" ﬂ V/’ ¢ o -
: \" v, ¢
; “ rk ‘ ®
X . \‘ hd e, * ) . . N
| N f . . ;
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-

- C T ad 1nlstered w1th1n a year. The Peabody: ‘Picture Vocabulary
Te Denver Developmental Screening Test, and the Vineland
' Soc1a1 Maturity Test were admlnlstered by the tralnees (See
, Chapteﬂ 111). . , ) o :
‘ ’ »
Results of ?re Post Performance on . the Stanford-Binet

s Th 1972-73. .and 1973- 74 pre and‘post séores on.the Stan-
/ ford-Binet were analyzed using a pre- post repeated subject .
/ design of the analysis of~yar1anee test. The foiLow1ng data -
/. were obta1ned ’

¥ ; : «
[3 » . R . ) « . . A

. There ‘was no s1gn1f1cant dlfference ‘between the pre and
post ‘tests' for the following classes: - .
’ 1972-73 Classes A, B, C, and D.
'“1973»74 Classes ‘A, and B.

[}

!

hers was-a s1gn1f1cant ﬂlfference for the following: - .
w%973 =74, Class C. F. 6.57- df = 1/9 Sig. at..05 = 7
or th1s class the post test scores were s1gn1f1cant1y
higher than the pre test scores. ' .

,. % +1973-74 cClass'D.  F. = 9.16 df - 1714 sig. at .01
S Fo? this class the post test scores.were s1gn1f1cant1y
: *\% lower than the pre test scores
N Inzﬁoth periods, there were. changes in both positive, and

negative directions for all levels- ranging from glfted to re-
tarded. The greatest amount of increase‘’was noted in the aver-
" age’ and superior ranges. The 1972-73 results indicated no
) changes in the mean IQ‘&cores from the pre-to post-test period.
!} _When imdividual scores Wwere exdmined, the IQ scores of seven
boys and-eight.girls (37%) increased- six to 28 yblnts during
thejyear. Four ‘0of these were prpject children./ The IQ 'scores #
- ‘'of £ive boys and no girls (12/) decreased six to 17 points.
- Nide boys' and eleven girls' scores»(507) did not change during
the year. ToRe e

.
-9 - ! . ~a
o t, e

AN There’was 1o change in the mean IQ for the pre and post
” tests in 1973-74. The scores of six boys and seven girls (27%)
A increased six to 16 points. ‘The scores of five boys and nine
: girls (29%) decreased six to 14 points. Ten boys' and twelve
- e g1r1s scores. (45%) did not change during the year. The results
= “of the two years testing are summarized, in Table 21 &

Discussion : by

-
sl

The “Binet" was not adminlstered to the ch11dren ‘in 1974 75
L . because the. ‘consulbting psycholpgist and Preschool dtaff, felt .
oy T tHat the tWO years: of. formal. testing were suff&c1ent to establish

k]
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. to five times per week."

,willuogcasionally’dig in the sandbox." a

:’; j
whether the children's 1IQs' were effected by the integrated
program. . K . I )

©

When considering the impact of thé integration’prégram
on children, it should be noted that their time spent in the
preschool class was only two aid ‘8ne-half hours per day, three

Conclusions and generalizations about .the effect of* the’
integrated program, on changes’ in IQ as measured by the Binet
(based on.the experiences of this project) should be made with
caution. Considerations should be given to the amount of time |
spent by,the children in the program. *The increases in IQs of
preschoot children with developmental lags obtained imn the
Kirk (1964@, Heber and Garber (1975), and Shgarer.(1975)studies

.may have been due to more intensive intetwention programs.

1.2 WNonstandardized Methods of Evaluating:Change
in the Children: '

Although there was:no statistically signifi-
cant total mean improvement or decrease in the children's IQs
as measured by the Binet, there was evidence of changes in levels
of functioning when_ponstandardiqed and clinical methods of
evaluations were used. Children's progress was monitored through
Behavioral Checklists’, Nonjudgmental Observations, Behavioral
Time Samples, Anecdotal Records, Final Summatry Narrative Evalua-
tion Reports, ‘and Teachers' Estimatilons of Children's Develop-
mental Levels. These techniques are described in Chapter V -
Practicum. , ‘ ’ :

»

[ ., ! 4

Excerpts from the Final Summary Narrative Evaluation Reports

of the children made by the teachers indicated changes they noted - .

in ‘the functioning of thg children with disabilities., The follow-

ing are a‘' few exaz;lgss s -

“"Bernie is béginning to use materials in a more. complex and
self-directed manner. He canm sit at the art table without a
teacher present and use several crayon colors to fill a pilece
of paper. He, frequently washes dishes or dolls at the sink and .

o L

. “Ag far as attention span is concerned, we have seen Some
improvement. Patrick wanders around the room less than before

‘and, from time-to-time, he will even become invélved in some group

activity fo¥ abgut five minutes or so."

o

1 L g ’ ! < V
"Several children'in the c¢lass have taken an active interest

3

‘in Kyle. Lynda, Romy, Stacy and Robbie in particular will seek him
out at times and find things £6r him fo do, Stacy'always remembers

J
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= A . .- . . . o
2
3

4 to bring him something to play with on the rug during a-quiet
a rug time so that -he doesn't. spend the time rocking and pushing
on his eyes. This interaGtion with the children has helped
' Kyle extend his range of activities. The c¢hildren aten't tol-
‘erant of his "no's™ and they just tug and pull him into an
activisty whether he wants to or not. He has a very good re-
latfonship with the adults_in the classroom, and has become
more responsive to the adult challenges of his abilities.
Teresa, the student who came” in to work with Kyle three times
a week, was very instrumental in -helping Kyle discover His en-’
vironment and begin to interact with #t. She and Kyle have a
very close’ relationship." - , . o

"One area, that is particular to Kyle and KHis blindness is
that he is now beginning to internalize distances, and his
' relationship to objects in the room. He is able to get arourd
the room without bumping into things as often, and I believe
that he has begun to understand how to gauge distance."
‘-.9 ¢ @

"ovet the course of the semester, Ralphie's verbalizations
became more complete and comprehensible. His use of illogical
_and fragmented sentences (e.g. "I have to go hang up my water")
has given way to more completely thought out forms of communi-
cation. As a result, peers and adults have been -able to respond
more appropriately to Ralphie's needs’ afid ideas. The positive-
reinforcement of a more responsive environment has increased -

Ralphie's effectiveness in the classroom. " oLt

[ ]

. . ’ . - 7
© ."Brian ‘appears interested and persistent.in problem solving 4

areas which require, manual manipulation. He was quite adept.at /
object assembly and disassembly with materials such as the lock /
box or blocks. Concerning his problem 'solving. ability with other
children, Brian is much more willing to use words and speak up

for himself. His use of materials has also increased quite .4

bit over the semester; he does much more exploring and moving

from one activity to another. : s

" . P e
v "9

e . R
Strategy‘Z.O‘ Post Preschool

L —

2.1 Placement of Children with bisébili%ies

{ Plans were made in the parent conferences
' forigthe school placement of the children at-the termination of
-=, their preschool experience. The recommendations for placement
“were based on the evaluations of the child's functioning and the
availability of appropriate receiving schools. Although the age
of leaving preschool generally is five years, it was recommended.

shat some children remain for an additional year because it was
fel't they were not ready for kindergarten. Most of the children
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had .to'transfer to Los Angeles Unified .School District which is
not tooled up te implement a-fully integrated program. 'Thus,
~effeorts to integrate the children were sometimes blocked because
" thé public school was not willing to accept a particular child
fe.g. Down's Syndrome) even though the Preschool staff felt that
“the child could function in a kindergarten setting. 1In the case
# of a totally blind child, the parents had to engage in a series
" of complicated maneuvers including a threat to sue the school
district to have the child accepted in the neighborhbod kinder-

~

/ﬂ' garten. Figure.37 is.a copy of the letter written to the project
iy staff after a tremendous effort to vbtain an integrated public
7 school kindergarten placement for her s¢n. : IR
0/ i Ve . \ . Y
,//'. - > . . « -
’ At the end of each project period,/ a survey was- made to
determine the school placement of the Aroject children. = The ?

information was obtained by telephoning) the parents. The major-
ity of the project children enrolled ffom 1971-75 were placed in
integrated programs or remained in the Preschool Labpratory the
following year (Table 22). “ | - j

. ‘ ' a ' N
2.2 Follow-Up of ﬁroject Children's Adjustment

A form adopted from the Summary Evaluation
.. of Children's Functioning was mailed  to the teachers re-
ceiving the children to determine the children's adjustment in
the transition from the preschool to a publicy private, or. o
_special school. Data is available about childrén from the proj- :
ect periodd 1972-73 and 1973-74. The procedure was informal for |
the 1971-72 pertod and the 1974-75 children did not begin their
new placement at the time of the writing of this report. N

. ¥ : ‘.
~ Of the 16 teachers sent the form (Figure 38 ), {1 returned,
’ _the forms. An average rlating was obtained using a.l to 4 scale *
: with 1 representing "poor" and 4 "excellent". The results. in- '
dicated that the average rating was 1.92 which was slightly below
\fair (2.0). " ; '

Evaluation of Post. Preschool Follow-Up ﬁy ‘
. @ t oy

{
!

' A comment added to the rating form by -one kindergarten teach-
er follows: ''Dorene siem@ happy and well adjusted. She is a joy
to have in the room and seems to be making personal progress. I -
- _haye rated Dorene_ (in terms of her capabilitieg) not accgording to

-3

‘normal standards of development",

.
3

. It appears- that most teachers did not measure progress in - "
v terms of the child's abilities as did the above teacher, but rather
. zeroed in on the child's disabilities. No generalizations abdut =

the program can be made from-this data since the sample was small -.

. p . -
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" Table 22 e

PLACEMENTS OF CHIIDREN WITH DISABILITIES

/
e y u 1971-,72 1972-73  1973-74  1974-75 1/ .
: - Children Children Children Children tals
Bemdined in - © 3 1 3 7
,-w =~ Preschool Lab (2 MR) (1 MR) (2 MR) o -
-~ at age five - (1 Downs) 7 (1¢cp) - ~ T
Remained in .3 1 ' A ,
Preschool Lab - (1 MR) B ol
below age f1ve (1 Dev (1 Dev -
Lag) - Lag) Lm) (1 MR)
(1 Blind) . . ' .
Integrated 2 7 12
Public . (1 Dev (3-1R) -
| - Kindergarten Lag). (3 Dev
. (1 Hear- Lag) 'Y
: . ing Im- (1 Blind)
S _—~——pflired)
1 )
- Integrated ©~ - 0. 1 .1 . .
) Private .. (@ cCp)
Kindergarten /
. Integrated 0 0 .2 33 Placements
Private - .in Integrated
. Preschool s Programs
» Speéiai Non- 3 g f 9
Integrated (1 Deaf)- :
- Publiec School (2 Downs) ;@
or Class S
(Kindergarten) , | ~ )
| Special Non- & 1 - 0 3 - 12 Placements
Integrated © (1 Speech) : ( ", in Special
Private ¢ ) - Nonintegrated
- Kindergarten . / - . Programs
“ . Unknown 1 o/ o o 1
.“ . H - (IDEV .. ~'t’j hd . ‘ . .
: ; « Lag) S SRR
- — 0‘. . . 1! . s - s » ]
Ttals | 10 2 L .12 . 46
- Sinc:é some chilgfen, remained in the pr%chool two or more years they
', . appear more thdn once on the chart ,,
k. 2 L .




- shows the many

,of the children with

. been most profitable and valuable' for them.

.
- 4 Py -
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and therce was no control ;;%‘oup withwhich to compare post-
preschool adjustments. . Further follow-up is -needed’ ' to deter-
‘mine the length of time project children remainad in integrat- *
ed settings. An analysis of the types and severity of the ”
disabilities is important when considering the success Qf the -

continued integration of the pro%gct children.

‘Strategy 3.0 Staff Evaluations

. The processes and instruments used by the. Head Teachers, .
Directors, .and Developmental Assistant Teachers to measure the.
achievement of the competencies sought are discussed in Chapter
II1I, Development of a Teacher Assessment Profile. Figure 39
avenues in which the Developmental Assistants can
eygi?ate their training program.

Strategy 4.0 Parent Evaluation

4.1 Parenf Evaluation of Children -

In addftion, féedback on progress was pbtain-
ed from the paYents and-teachers through the use of open-ended
questionnaires and parent/teacher conferences. Some sample re-
sponses of the parents to the open-ended questionnaire follow:

3

gifted children who have been in the
preschool lab integrated program, I can say that their experi-
ences were completely successful and happy.: The fact that some
whom they were clogely assoclated had handi-
caps .caused no special problems for my children. They did gain
insight into the nature of physjical and mental handicaps and the
Iimitations ‘which they can cause. This experience helped them
develop a certain empathy. . ‘ .

"As a parent of two

My children in no way seemed to suffer a lack of intellec-
tual stimulation because of their close association with child-
ren of.limited intellectual functioning. In large part, I
think this was due to the excellent teachers and to the structure

" of the program where each child, could give/and take at his own

1eve1." A

&
- M.R

)

"Having had a child
another one there now,

in your program at its inception and
I honestly feel that the experience has
I am pleased that
my children have been able to associate in a day-to-day manner
witﬁ”handiqagped children with no special emphasis put on them.
> \}) R .“ - E ‘

i
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EVALUATIONS OF TRAINING PROGRAM BY TRAINEES

EVALUATIONS OF FIELD
PLACEMENTS

EVALUATTONS OF
VISTTATIONS
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Figure 39

SESSTONS

163

ol
PR hay

Y




. - « “ N ’ - -
L) “ N »
- . . T

Hopefully, at an early’age; my children have realized that to
be handicapped is not be a 'freak'. T .

' I feel that the 'épeciél' children have undoubtedly profit-
ed too in that they fit into the classroom so beautifully, that
a person unfamiliar with the program could not pick-them out of
the group (except for obvious handicaps, of course).

: i o | | )

I hopeAthat’the program will continue." ¢

KS B : 1

. . : D.S. . :
" . W -0 . ) A

"I feel-that the overall experience of the preschool has been
wonderfully valuable to Lisa. It is difficult for me to comment
- specifically on whether her experience with the handicapped child- .
ren has been profitable bécause she has appeared to have been.
‘only slightly curious as to noticeable differences among the
children. Perhaps the.main benefit to her, has been getting to
know handicapped children without regarding them as handicapped,

' but instead people. Hopefully other long term benefits will -
appedr later." : i © e ' -

. . L.Z.
¥ ﬁ - None of the parents of the "normal” children reported any
) ‘detrimental effect on their child's develapment because of the N
A integration, wheteas the parents of children with disabilities

tended .to be enthusiastic in describing improved levels of per-
formance in their ehildren. The. following quotations from -~ .

: parents of children with disabilities are typicgl of the re-'

N sponses recelved: L ’

3

. Preschool Evaluation of a Downs Syndrome Boy, Age 5%
: ~ - May 16, 1975

Dear Dr. Gorelick, o
. 1 : e .
Our son entered the pre-school lab at age 4. Previous to this .
experience*he had attended a school for retarded children. After
being there for 2.years we felt the need for change. OQur son was
'out-growing' his classmates! He was speaking, most of his class-
mates were not. He was swinging, sliding, and tumbling on his
own, his classmates heeded assistince. He"was curious and anx-

y "lous to get moving on into the days' activities and the other

* chlldren 4in the classroom %ere content to sit quietly and wait

¢

to be told what to do. He needed more.

8

During his 2 years at the pre-school lab we have seen various
changes. I believe the most dramatic change has been in the area
e of decision making. In the beginning he spent a good deal of
f ,* . .the time.observing the other children at play and at the learning
: centers. Slowly, he became aware that he too was allowed to

' weh et

A - . g v ; 1’ ,‘w": '
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*- He was beginning to realize his capabilitiesl!! He now. ‘explores

o .

make - a decision reparding what .Uype of activity he wanted to

participate in.  Most fmporiant thpuph, he real ized that he was - .
capable of .making -this choice, and hesenjoyed. this [regdom that
was o . ey

ered-to him. : . . : . J s

Our.sor has always been an outgoing.little boy, so¢making'néwy
friends was no problem to him. However, because his ‘previous.
classmates had been unable to -¢ommunicate through language, he
_ was accustomed to a great deal 4f physical’communication. . -
Slowly, he began to grasp the idea of vgrbaL expression anq at
., present appears to have no difficulty with verbal transactions
among his peers. He-is not making complete sentences, but with
carefully chosen words hisfclassmates now khow what he I's trying
to tell theml | I - ..

I am sure.that when ou;} ittle bdy first entered the playground.

it must have been a very awesome experiemce. He. had never been
~expoged tos such a varigty of play equipment. Not. only was< he”
faced with new and strAnge apparatus, but also found himself in
a vast area that was fhere for him to explore. And "gxplore he
did! Again,-through observations of other childten, and care-
ful guidance from Ris teachers, he began to set his own limits.

with some cautiop,.'seeming to understand his limitations, yet
knowing that with effort and concentration he will one day ac-
complish th¢ {task he strives for. Because he has had other
children to sérve: tn their vigorous play, he is now perform- g
ing gross motor skills at a very high level. . . ‘

I believe that because he has had the opportunity to observe
other children apply learning experiences to other areas, he
also is able to transfer his experiences to new situations.” We
are seeing his attention span increase, his level of under-
standing is now on an upswing, his social interactions are- im-

proving, and in given situations he seems to understand what is .,
. expectgd of him and he is responding in an acceptable manner. /

Because of his experiences in an integéated class%oom. his de-
velopmental process has never come to a stand-still. He ‘has -
been moving ahéad right along with his classmates, at a slower
pace, yes, but because he is continually observing other children
in their growth, .he too is growing: emotionally, soclally, men-
tally, and physically. It is only through such a program as is -
available at Cal State Northridge, that this continued growth -
gattern is poasible. Our son 1ls.becoming a thinking, reasoning,:
appy little individual because he has been exposed to other
happy, energetic, exploring children. Bkcause this environment: s
has been available to him, he ‘is begoming a ‘'whole' person. o e

+

Sincerel@,
§Mr. and Mrs. J.H." . -
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4.2 ‘*Parents’ Fvaluations —of Integrated Program

2 . : : . Dy
e . .. The parents' eVvaluations, reactions, and
& . "opiniqns regarding the ‘integrated program and its effect on
7 their children were .solicited. In addition to an attitude . Y.
questionnaire (See Chapter-VI), a brief'ietter“was sent” to

. . & the parents requesting their open-ended comments on the prQ-
i # " gram (Figure 40 ). - ‘ " i \
2. During 1971-75, approximately 35 - 50% of theparents -
responded '£o the "inquiries. An analysisiof their .comments shows
e that the overwhelming majority were positive. . The parénts' ac- -,.
ceptance of the {htegratedigrogramowas most gratifying. They. .
A formed a booster grbup to help raise needed funds.to support
R the program.. Some typical responsés firom parents follow:

"Yes, I do feel that integrating ,children with handicaps is a

good idea‘whep,beg@nuin'Pfe-school,“és the children are readily
accepted as just another child. I don't think the handicapped
child would be accepted as reddily in higher grades unless the -

others had been exposed to a program such as this at a young age.

What I feel 1s most valuable in your program is the way each
child is dealt with' individually; his -needs determined and then
efforts made to deal with these needs.: I can't speak too highly
* about the Preschool program and the staff.. I'l1l just.mention’
! a few points which impressed me: - a0
. -warmth, and show of -affection
-flexibility =~ , +» . '
-advance preparatiow and organization _—
-planning activities with needs of children in /mind-

4

&

, /ﬁe'g like 'to théﬁk all those who gaverour child such a memorable”
and enjoyable‘ﬁchool-experience." . .. - .

C.C.

- . v - #
) . L . . " . .
o . Fa

. b : » .

S "I do agree with integrating handicapped children in the class.
‘A8 an indicator of the effectiveness of the method of promoting
positive attitudes towards the handicapped, I offer this observa*
tion of Charles. As we were watching TV, a little girl with leg.

. braces (certainly a more obvious handicap than the children

AR Charles has .been associated with) was participating.in a“play.

o . Charles commented 'Mommy, leok how well- that little girl uses |
that stuff to walk!'" He made no mentilon of her being different

. - that he could easily see, nor asked me if something was wrong-

b . with her. His reaction was positive - admiration. I like to
think his being exposed to children different from him has help-
ed' develop his attitude.™ .
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"Most inteprated programs are pood Oxpcr{emcvsofor any Qh&ld.

I fedl this program Bas been creeptiional in all ways:® Having, .

a handicapped and a. nonhandicapped child in the propgram T can R |
,say that- it couldn't have been more profitable for either. =
_ Teacher attitude and handling of ¢hildren, problens, and situa-

tions have been exceptional. My handicapped “‘child has benefit- ,

ed so much by being accepted so well by all the other childrens .

He has been highly motivated and does not feel 'different' .

I can also see where other children have learned to ‘accept each

other for something other than their differences." ,

o

A

“ * . | . . . . - . - .
) - Mrs. ‘A.C. - -

' * y:": ) - ’

Strategy 5.0 Field Placement Evaluation

o - L h . o . f®, .
At the outset of the project (1971-72) feedback from the
trainees as to the worth of their field placements was obtained
during the regularly scheduled conferences with the project
staff. The person identified by the speclal school ‘or agency
to supervise the field experience was, contacted.by the project
staff by phone or by visit and was asked to evaluate the"
tralnees' performance in the particulaﬁisettingi Beginning in .
1972, two questionnaires were developed to evaluate the field N
experiences. One form was used by the trainees (Figure 22) and
. . the, other (Short form of the Developmental Teacher Competency
% Checklist) by their field placement supervisor (Figure 3).

501 Evaluation of Field Placement by Trainee
: ==
. N The evaluation of the field experiences
. (Figure 22) by the trainees indicated that the trainees felt .that
~ 'the off-camfjus placements were an important and very worthwhile
part of their training. Among the twenty activities rated each * .
semester , fleld placements were among the top four in two of the v
four semesters rated. Thev exchanged information .among them- .
-« selves about thelr off-campus experiences. Some expressed the |
desire-to -obtain further experience in the off-¢ampus programs.

.
H

]

&

In one of -the special schools for children with handicaps,
the trainees reported what they deemed very poor teaching prac-
tices in the room to which they were assigned. When the trainees
were questioned about changing their assignment, they chose to
remain and exert a positivé influence on the program. One trainee

,*was -hired for a temporary summer, sposition by the agency to which
“ she had been assigned because she was so outstanding.

" 5.2 Evaluation of Traigees by Field Rlacement
Supervisors T

From 1972-75 niﬁé’Assistaﬁt Teachers were

. -
kY 4 . . . ..
4' q

: 167 . .

4 ‘;, : : QL\. ’ ¢




» e \\%ﬁ N -
" evaluated by their Field supervisors on the short form of the ==

Developmental Teacher Compete cy. Checklist. These evaluations -
were compared with their Head Teachers'’ evaluations of them on
the DTCC. There wds no significant differences between the. '
two evaluations for twb trainees. The placement evaluation was
$¢ignificantly higher for one trainee (.05, F. 4.33,df 2/20).

-

.For th%yremaining.sii, the placement evaluations were

_ significant lower than the Head Teachers' evaluations.
. ‘A ‘ ., Table 23 . . .- '
-t _ : Comparisen_of . ’ ;
| - Field Placement Supervi s' and .Head Teachers' Evaluations
L o Trainee Sig: . F df - .
¥ ‘ ! - . s . ] N . i ‘:r_,':
3 j 3 e N A 01 8.05 2/19‘ .
- B J01 13.29 2/20
C .05 4.78 2/21
D .01 13.19 . 2/20 . .
E ;.01 38.21  2/18
F .01 27.09- 2/18

s - -
% $ ' i

Evaluation of Field Placements . -

‘THe constraints set by the imher of hours tthe trainees
could devote to the off-campus eld- experiences limited the
range and depth of their learning opportunities i special

. schools. It was felt that more experience in,6 a variety of spe-
cial segregated settings would have provided ‘the trainees with
a greater range of contact with children of diffe ent- disabili--
ties. In addition, it would have offered the trainees further
opportunities’ to compare the integrated and .segregated programs
for children with particular disabilities. ’ i \ |

e

I

//¢ Strategy 6.0 Professional ana Advisory Resource Board fo

>

s At the initiation of the project,-a professional advisory
- and resource board was established. The staff invited a group
of ‘individuals prominent in their particular disciplines to;

‘ . serve on the board. The group who agreed to participate on the
3 voluntary board represented a wide range of professions jinclud-
ing psychiatry, medicine, early childhood education, special
education, psychology, administration, communicative disorders,
recreation, and music. Many of the board members were als .
experts in the fields of Child Development and/or Special Educa-
tion.

¢
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. .-+ The. board met each year.durinn.the-prbjecﬁ. Both writtén
and oral progress reporis wgre presented to the board. . Their
suggestions, criticisms, and* overall® evaluations pf'tﬁ%'work in
progress. were sought. Approximately one-half ‘of the ‘members of
the board attended the scheduled progress report sesgions. All
board members received copies of the written progress reports and
. special materials being generated b¥ the project staff.. .- - '
s ! . .

»

A typical packet of brojeét materialé presented _to the board
-included: . ‘ ) -

1. ”Career§'brocﬁure-7 Soliciting notjces of jdb ;/ L
opportunities . ) '

o ‘ 2. fDesqription of stqff'ahd,organizatioﬂ of
Preschool Laboratory | ' L

.3. ,Listing of obser&ers<and'participants in the .
Preschool Laboratory : ) B )

o . 4. _Process for selecting project children

5. Procedure for selecting candidates for’
Developmental Assistant Teachers !

/J - . 6. List of instruments and methods used to collect
' data on all teachers, university students, children,
and parents ’ :

7. Listing of project agency affiliations

-~ ' .8. Follow-up on the previous year's De#elopmental
Assistant Tedchers |, ‘ |

9. Follow-up on the previous year's project children
i

Y

- « - -
A Some of the board members ,also served as resourceé cont@cts
for the field placements of the project trainees, as consultants
relative- to special problems of project children, as - in-service
lecturers to the trainees and Preschool Laboratory staff, and
as referral squrces for-children to be enirolled in the project
and for job opportunities for the Developmental Assis‘ant Teachers
upon compkgtion of theilr training. . )

10. Progress report for the currént year. _ -

PR

The enthusiasm and support of the board for the project goals

" and program afforded the proiect staff both moral and practical

assistance throughout the duration of the project.

AN

, i\x‘ Advisdry Resource and. Evaluation Board Members
Peggy Benton Ray L. Jones, Ph.D.

Supervisor Personnel Selection Director, Center on Deafness

Children's Centers ‘California State University,
L.A. Unified Schgel District Northridge * ’

. - w ~

B

L
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Betty Brady Norman-Kaplan . 8
Professor,- Educatlonal Psycholory Executive Dirdctor \
California State University, Foundation for the JUnior )
Northridge - IR T Bllnd v | é )
Rose Bromwich, Ph.D. ’ Carol Kelly AR D
Professor, Educational Psythology Coordinator Child Develmeent
California State University, . California State Univensity, .
Northridge DU Northridge o
William Bucher M.D. N Carl Kirehner' Ph.D. | .o
Regional Center .California State Consultant - -
Children's Hospital of L. A. for the Multi- Handicappe ‘
4 (dntil 1974) ° |
Evis J. Co a, M.D. [N
Medical Director g;ig%rnggg;mugigy Healthw‘
| Kennedy Child Study Center _ Services, Dept. of Health '
- Dpavid H. Fils, Ph.D. . Sacramento, California XH
Training Project Director Velva Mobre, Adst.- Professot.
. Kennedy Child Study Center Recreation Dept., California
o Lennin Glass, Ph.D. . State Univerbity,_ﬂbrthridge&
. Associate Bean » . Mary Lou Reilly - \
* Communication and Profegsor, Music Dept. A
- Professional Studies ‘ California-State University, |
California State. UniVersity,, Northridge : A
Northridge : A
/ , _ Dee Shepherd Look, Ph.D. \
~ Elaine Hannah, Ph.D. - Associate Professor - Psych. |
Associate Professor California State University, \
Dept. of Communicative Disorders  Northridge _- N R4
California State University, ) , \
Northridge . Phillip Smith, Ph.D. -
‘ ] Associate Professor - Psych b
Doris M. Harris, M.D. California. State University,; 4
Chief, Child Health Division Northridge : Y
Bureanof Maternal and Child Health ‘
k) County‘{Of L A Health Dept - . Jean‘Tague’ Ph.D.
Assistant Professor
William(Hirsch Ed.D. " Recreation Department
Principal, California State University,
.Lharles Lowman Elementary School  ‘Northridge
', r .
e * “Stephen J. Howard, Ph.D. Frank Williams, M.D. Lo
Director Clinical Services ) Medical Director
San Fernando Valley Child.- .- Julia Ann Singer Preschool
Guidance Clinic Psychiatric Nursery
[ -
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-Strategy 7.0 Post-Training Follow-Up of Developmental Assistants

@

-

. Bach semester’ during the project, a brochure déscribing the
training program was sent to nursery schools in the area as. .
otentjal sources of emplovment for the Develbpmental Assistants.’
n addition, the Personnel Director of the Lps Angeles City Board
of Education Children's Centers was invited to.interview candi-
dates on,campus. . - _
* .. 0 - hd
During the first two years of the projecﬁ, jobs in.nursery
schools and the €hildren's Center:. ..re readily available. How-
ever, in the lastytwo years of the grant (1973-75), a number-of, -
factors resulted in a decrease in the employment opportunities,
available. These -included the general econumic recession with

its concomitant rise in unemployment, the cut-backs in school .
- budgets, the decrease in school enrollment, and the disappear-
ance of the ."teacher shortage'. During the next two years of -

the project the pliéhora of teachers available with elementary
credentigls and Masters Q@greés who were willing to work for the - -
lower salaries and longer hours trequired.in the Children's Centers
prevented some of the trainees ‘from obtaining these positions.
Because of the chafnige in the employment situatjon, one trainee
was encouraged to take a position offered him several weeks bé-
fore-the terminmation of his training in the Spring of 1975.
A follow-up of the trainees after they completed their training,
which was updated ifi the spring 1975, ghowed that the majority
‘of former trainees were either emploved in an £Early Childhood
or related program were enrolled:in further training. -
, 2 . Y .
, Table 24 shows' the results. of the follow-up of 44 of the
total trainees who had completed theéir training by May 1975
Figure 41 1is a sample follow-up of former telachers. B P
A preliminary survey of the group of 12 trainees who ate .
completing their training in the'finﬂl project period indicates ,”
that: - o~ . ‘ :
- Eight are continuing their studies. .
Two are emploved in related fields.
Two are seeking positidmns. .

9.1 Developmental Assigtant Teachers' Rating
) of Training Activities i}

o ' Beginning in Fall 1973, the trainees were

given a checklist (Figure 42 ) to evaluate the worth of approxi- :
. mately twenty of the majcr program activities.. The activities %
were ranked using a 1 to 4 scale, excellent to poor. ‘

A summary of the actlvities receiving tﬁ€>highest and
lowest rankings for the vears 1973-75 follows: ‘

14
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Table 24 -
.FOLLOW-UP_ON FORMER TRAINEES
. Pfoject Periods
' ) -~
- 1971-1972 || 1972-1973 || 1973-1974.| 1974-1975
(1972 1?75 1973{1975 || 1974|1975 1975
Teacher at Private .
Preschool or Day ,
Care Center - 5 5 3 3 4 4 5
Children's Centers 1 1 2 1
Teacher Credential w .
Program 1 2 1 -
Special Teacher
Training; Program N 1 1
Graduate School % 1 1t 1 L
o . . ¥ ‘1 !
Undergraduate
Schoo ) o , 7 8
Special Education AJ;/ : '
or. Education Aide \ g 2 2
' ?
Related Teaching 1 | } ‘3 1
- — . - :
Unrelated Field 1 : \ 2 1 2
Seeking Positions ) ] }»
in Related Field //\ 1 2
Totals:  « ’ T 10 8 19
L] ; " )
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" sSethent er el Rank bng At ividties Lowend Rank Ing Activit Ifss
“ Fall . ' ‘ A ) -
1973: 1) Head Teachers Evaluations 1) Parent Meet ings ~
: ‘of Assistant Teachers on '~ 2) Speaker  ''Perm®ts ¢qX S
the DTCC. " and Credentials’. * ]
2) Daily Staff Meetings. 3) Feedback-on Prgject -
3) Writing Reports on .+ Research.
Children. , ’ . ‘ ) iy .
+4) .Parent Conferences. 4) Weekly Staff Meetings.
" :
~ Spring : . )
1974 1) Participation in Outside 1) Administering Vigeland «
. . Agencies. . ' Tests. - C
2) Parent '‘Conferences. 2) Weekly Staff Meetings.
1) Speaker: "Dealing with - 3) Teacher Estimations.
Behavior Problems in 4) 1f Evaluations on
Children'. : g%t§7 @
4) Writing Reg)fts on . X - , <
Children. L g
- 3
Fall , ) .
1974 1) Self Evaluations on the 1) Teacher Estimations. )
DTCC. S0 ) Weekly Staff Meetings.
2) Head Teacher Evaluations 3) Denver Development
on the DTCC. . Screening Test. .
'3) Participation in Outsid 4) Spedker: ''Movement
Agencies and Schools. . and Cognition".
4) Parent Conferences. S.
. w
Spring, i X , . R
1975: 1) Speaker: ''Non- o 1) Tennessee Self-Concept *
standardized Assessment' . Scale. =~ ‘ i
2y Parent Conferences. . 2) Visitation K0 Casa .
3) Writing Reports on : Montessori.
Children. - 3y Adjunct Activities.
’ 4) Speaker: 4) Denver Developmental
, Metri¢ System. . ' Sereening Test. ¢
The ranking of the wortn of thé 1973-75 training actiyities (A
showed that parent conf#Fences and writing the sugmary evaluation
reportg on the children were ranked in the .top four- activites in v,
three of the four semesters. Head Teachers' evaluations of the
Developmental Assistant TeacMers on the Developmental Teacher
Competency Checklist and participation in outside agencies were
ranked in the top four activities twe of the four semesters.
Administration of the Vineland amd Denver tests were ranked in
the lowest activities. . ~
© ¢ 177
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 Evaluation of Developmental“ASSistant Teachers' Ratings

The results of the ranking of activfties,ﬁfﬁﬁ“ﬁhpkexcebtion

of the few mentioned,above, did, not provide clear-cut guidelines
to follow in adjusting t@s;brafhing progtam for the next group of

. Developmental Assistants ™ Although’some activities-did not ap-.
pear in the top four rankings of the checklist evaluation form,
the trainees rated many of these activities positively in coun- .

) séling.sﬁggions and ‘on anbther evaluation form which used a

'« different format. In order to obtain valid input and avoid dis-
tortion of results, it-i§ important to use more thah one instru-
ment to gather data. :

o ’_v R 232 ?ost-Trainfng Evaluation-of Program by (
Developmental Assistants W

3 @
- - -

I The form titled "Expectations and Evalua-
* tiens of the Training Program' (See Chapté¢r III) was sent to
. the trainees six months after they had completed the progranm.
The former project’ assistants were asked to fill out the form
evaluating their training in terms of their employment experi- o
ehces. The responses indicated overall satisfaction with the- .
training. In particular, however, complaints were- leveled at
the -number of university students participating in the program
‘and the large amount of paperwark assdciated with the grant's
; data cbéllection tasks. . ) ;
R4 - -
* The- individual responses to open-endéd statements such as )
"What I liked about the program' and 'What I didn't like. about
the program' ranged from: "I liked everyone I worked with,  the
children and the program. Meeting and getting to know parents
, was also enjoyable. I am still trying to find something that -
f : didn't agree with me" to "It was really difficult to meet the
L needs of. the children and the students of the University. There

. really was a conflict - lessening our effectiveness for one or
A - the other."
Lo T .
-~ Evaluation

4 A greater number of former trainees may.have responded to

1 a ‘checklist rather than to. the open-ended form that was sent.

: '  In addition, the responses from a checklist would have magde
analysis less complex. More efféctive methods of follow-up of
former trainees need to be developed. . . )

{
E : . g‘

?.3 Employer Evaluation of Former Trainees

{

v

- From 1972-75 four trainees were evaluated
by thefir employkers on the short form of the Developmental Teach-
er Competency Checklist. These evaluations were compared with
their Head Teachers' evaluations of them on the DTCC. //
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' Th¢rewas no giunifivhyl Uiffo}cnvc°hvlwcvn the evaluati
for thrae of the traineces. ¢
icantly higher than the Head Teacher's for one trainee (.01, F
12.36, df 1/13). . - . o e T

‘Strategy 3.0- Outside Evaluatibn .

[ ) *

. A site -and program evalgationazaéhéompleted by two independ-.
ent evaluators, Dr. Gertrude -Wood d Dr. Eddie Williams (See

Appendix I for vitaes).
with staff, present and former trainees, parents,
of the former .trainees. -~ °

The reports of the evaluators on the achievement of the
project objectives were positive.
gestipns include:
seminar' to help them cope with .
new positions...." p.1. The need to provide more information
about the methods to use in obtaining
was expressed by the trainees. -

13 - T

The evaluator§ encouraged thg continuation of daily staff

meetings as a ''significant proféssiona}“technique". :
“ { A

Copies of the complete evaluation reports are included in

Appendix T . ) ST e o .

«
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The employér's cvaluation was ‘sipnif-

Interviews were scheduled (Figure 43 )
and employers

Samples of constructive sug-
"They felt a need for some type of 'advanced
practical problems faced in their

the services of specialists

»
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» T Figure 37

*Molly C. Gorelick Ed.D. .
* . Project Director, Pre-School Lahoratory
California ‘State Universlty, Northridge
. ) 18111 Nordhoff Street '
. Northridge, California 91324

\\ October 23, 1973

Dear Dr. Gorelick,

" I'\want to thank you, for all the help you have given us with
& re ard to Kyle. .
He is presently attending kindergarten at our local school and
loving every minute of it. His teacher is invqlving him in the
class'activities and the other children have accepted him over-
. wheiminglyi He has an itinerant teacher that comes to work with’
’ him every day and a mobility trainer that comes three times a
week. W1l the people at school that are .working with' Kyle have
very pogitive attitudes with regard to integration and this helps ¥
a great geal '
rd
I fedl confident that the program being provided for Kyle at our .
local school is more than adequate for his needs. He is getting o
the individual help he needs as well as the -social activities
with his peers. o v

I hope that Kyle will be able to continué in this program at
our local school a#d that the dooss will be opening to integrated
programs in otherischools.. - )

L 3

"\ Sincerely, v
D -y :
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 Figure 38
(  mme 3
CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS

o Preschool Laboratory .
California ‘State University, Northridge

: 3 .~ Molly C. Gorelick - . e

. .
- 2 [ 3
v «

FOLLOW-UF EVALUATION OF CHILD

Ny .
. zn“ ) i \ E %
To: _ ‘ 4 . \ Date;
Our former preschooler A is attending

‘your ‘school at this time, Would you please be _king,

; esoug® to fill out
‘this follow-up evaluation so that we may asqes§ the effectiveness of

"

our~programr ‘ ‘ . ) . - 7
. . . ’ ¢
Excellent | -Good Fair Foor
I. 'Coénitivé}Development . L V‘
a, lLanguage . . : . o . * s . ‘
b. Knowledge e e .
c.“ Attention Span ., . . ) . LI , f
d. Froblem Solving ...’ ? - ’
11. PsychQ-Motop Development
a, Gross hMotor s o o & ‘ T =
b. Fine lotor . . . o I n o *
| | L
I11. Affective Developmént - . :
“a., Soctal + 4 e 00 o e : )
b. Emotional . . .« « | T
;o . S _ — -
IV. CreatiVity e o'e © o o o o 0 ‘ ’ * |
- &~ B
V. Summary 4
A"
VI. Recémméndations
1?1 Signature




Figure 40 : “ -

a N

Careers ixr’lfﬁas tegrated Early Childhood Programs

Preschool I.aborat:ory . ;
Callfornla State Unlversu:y, Northrldge

-
1

f . . .

~ . . -
.
| -
¥ s
h . . -

Dear Parent:
. .
Now that tpe school year is endmg, we would like to learn about. your -

at:t:ltudes and ideas Ccmcernmg our preschool. '
]Qo you believe our program which mc:ludes a 'small number of children

with hantdlcaps in each c:lass is a profigable e.xperlence for children? .

Please comment freely below Usgxthe back of the page if necessary

We would apprecmte & promm: return of this paper with your ccnmcnt.s

Thank ypu for your kind cooperation.

' ) " Signature (Optional)

. .
= -
1 T4 h
CORD “ P
. ) H byt . N .
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Figure 41
SAMPLE OF FOLLOW:UP ON FORMER
DEVELOPMENTAL HEAD ANU_ ASSISTANT TEACHERS

r . . '

»

Ed

, Developmental Head ﬁ@achetgz = d
i Carél,ﬁ. - Presently instructor of Child Development,
supervising teacher and director of Day Care Center at Moor -
park Junior College. . . :
Leslve J. - Presently director of Child Dbevelopment/
Head Start Ffor Kings County- Community Action Organigation,
‘Hanford, California. : R
Developmental Assistant Téachpfs.
Les F. - Présently Head Teacher at Creative Frontiers
Private Preschool, Reseda, California. “
. Hatalie S. - Received Standard Elementary Teaching Cre- .
- dential. Presently Speech Therapist in Los Angeles City
' School System. ‘ v ‘

Wilma K. - Summer playgr@und”direétor for the Los Angeles
.. City Schools Youth Services. Received Standard Elementary
Teaching Credential. Presently director of Day Care Center for
Court House witnesses. i ‘ .

“Mary Ann D. - Teacher at Creative -Frontiers Private Pre-

. school. Teacher-director of Encino Co-op Nursery School.
Presently in a pgraduate program at Oregon College of Educa-
tion in Early Childhood with emphasis on socially and educa-
tionally di¥ferent.. and working at JWCA Infant Child Care

Center, Salem, Oregon.

Richard A. - Received his Standard Teaching Credential
with Specialization in Early Childhood and certification to
teach English as a Second Language. Teacher Corps at Oxnard
Elementary School District. Received hisM.A, from the Univer-

» sity of Southern California. Presently. teaching first grade
at Port Hueneme, California.
‘ Charlotte W. - Pianist for‘'dance classes. Summer coun-
T selor at .Camp Cedar Falls (integrated program for emotionally

distuthﬁgiﬁggyéi?guage problems). Training program at Julia
Ann Singer iatric Nursery Presently assistant to a
private educatitnal-therapist. ’ '

.

LinQﬁ;E, - {Summer teacher at Julia Ann Singer Péychia-
.~ trist Nurfery. Pregently teacher at California State Uni-™
_ wersity, Northridge Day Care Centey. ro o

Tony V. - Presently Recreation Leader in SanjFernando

yalley‘Eor all ages.:

L4
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" CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY CHILPHOOD PRO("FAMS
- “# - Preschool Laboratory -
' Callfomla State University, Northrldge )
\ Molly C. Gorellck i . loretta J. Frledmanf

ﬁ‘eveloprmntal Assistant Teacher s Ratmg of Trammg Act1v1t1es

Please check each act1v1ty accordlng to how helpful it hab been tQ you, in

your trammg .
. e I:“.xcellent Good |Fair |Poor

~

Self Evaluations on Developmentaf Teacher . o
Competency Checklist (DTCC) .. T

+

Head Teacher Evaluations of ‘you on UI‘CC

Comparisons of Teacher Estlmatlons Qf Chlldrc-znc |
Developuent:al Functioning i -

)

JParticipation in-outside schools or agencies

- Daﬂ}? Staff Meetings

2 Weekly Staff Méetings

ertmg Narrative Sunmary Evaluation Reports
on Children °;

x

Pfa;ent Meetin'gs %3 ' .

Parent Conferences with"Teachers . : P ‘

Video Taping

Termessee Self Concept Séél‘e

Peabody Plct:m’e Vowbulary Test _ -

- o
5 g Denver Developmental Screening Test
M
3O A B : } *
.o EE | Four Shapes SN L,
* = A - < r
y e e N - - .
Adjunct Activities. g
- b ‘ A -
Curriculum Class - . ¢
)] Py
* : ‘ R )
A -
iJ B
“ o
L]
s d d
i
1

;; oL
CoER
-~ ]
y 3
Cu
tes '
. Other:
® LY o .
. .
. j“y N d
R .- I3 - i ’ * -
Text Provid c b - . . (Y 12 . oy . .
LiI:lec .~ - ekl 180 ( tﬁf;,,:fw
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- . . % Figure 43
Lo * - - o i M

CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS

- e Project. Evaluation -

. * e ’ ¢

s | May 27, 1975 ) .

L] & * . - . i

“ AGERNDA
< - . i S . N h B EValuators
) 9 AM. - 9:15 AM. Totir of Facility , Dr. Gertrude Wood
o < : ’ Dr. Eddie H. Williams
..9:15 - 10 A.M. . Progect & Preschool Staff '
. Molly Gorelick

S . Loretta Friedman
: “Audrey Clark
Marjory Joseph
., Presentation and dlscu551on Questlons
4 regardlng Project :

INTERVIEWS

10 A.M.-11:15 A.M. Present trainees: . . D
, ) Debbie Alvy

Sally Pedersen
Lorraine Swerdlow
Eugenia Guzman
Teresa Orpilla
Angela Consolo
Charlene Bones -
Tony Venditto

.Kathy Farkas

11:15 - 11:45 A.M. Head Teachers: .

. . Gerry Luethy
> . *~ Sandy Rifkin

g,

.

]{2;00 -'1.00 P.M. LUNCH

*1:00 P.M. - 2 P.M. Former trainees:
P . c Linda Pappert
: , - : ' Richard Amador
re . . : Pam Czachow v
2 P.M.- 2:30 P.M. . Parents of children in integrated program:
: . - Miriam'Rivers

! o “_T . - - « " Mr. and Mrs. Ken LaDeaux

2:30 - 3 P.M. - Employers of former trainees:
’ ’ ‘ e . Grace Cargill, AS Children's
. L e — . ‘ Center (CSUN) '
s : . ‘ " Norma Freeman, Kids Unlimited
N ‘. . . Mrs. Tapp, Beth Meier Nursery
~ School

L3 P.M.- 4P.M. Summary ' “

. _ ' to181
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‘ adrfmihus a probable error of five points. %he label EMR °

v~ _Development. -
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“ /
> SR /
Coe

g - S /
. Appendix A~ . ’/

What's In A Labvel SR /
) ) Mglly d. Gorelick . /
California State University, Northridge j

¢ .
i -

Tw;hty-five years ago I ahéepféd'my first fznching
positioﬂ. By‘choice. I rques¢ed‘a class of meJtally re-
tarded children. Some ot my.bréﬂésédrs tried to discoqrage
me from&this choice, saying that I would be wasting mw/tal-‘
ents. But I disagreed‘with them. I Qésra psthology ma jor

‘and I felt that I could 1earn’more”aﬁout learning, from
teaching children who were reputed to hgve difficulty in
1ea¥ning. 1 felt that the bright childréh would learn in
dpite of me - but the retarded would realiy put my skill
as a teacher to the test. - 0 o

b The first thing I learned from.thg _educable mentally ‘
regarded was that the term Mentally Retarded was & label
that told me very little about each individual child ex=
icqu perhaﬁs that their I.Q;s fell between 50 and 75 plﬁs

3

1Paper‘_read in Palm Springs, California on Sept. 10, 1974

" by Loretta J. Friedman to the Cluster Traininy; Workshop

" on-the Child with Handicaps sponsored by Southern Califor-
. nia Résource and Training Center, HEW/Office of Child

lPaper predented: by Molly C. Gorglick on March 22, 1974
., at the Pederation of Preschool and €ommunity Education

Centers, -Inc., Head Start Project Conference: The Child

as an Agent of ‘Change held in Los Angeles, California.
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did not tell me that Manuel could solve problems in --
construction that weré’boyond my comprehenéion qf that
Ralph could draw beautifui dégigns, on thaﬁ“Marggret's
social competencies and densitivity to others Was to .
be envied. o .- |
- ' As Special Educatioﬁ progra&s ﬁ?oliferated in the
y years that fullowed, we°started’t9118bel mdfe children”
and we segregated them from ?h;/éginstream of .childhood
- a%l in our sincere effort éo help them. In California
we had created approximately 29 differ;nt special éategg-
ries and procceded to focus in on the child's disability
- his handicap. This emphasis on the child's handicap
led to stereotyped conceptions of children who pogsessed
these handicaps. 'We called them retarded, blind,’Qeaf,w
“cerebral palsied, as if their total physiology, their ‘
. qognitive‘and emotional Tunctiening could be described by -
the label retarded, blind; deaf, and so on. We failed to

. ) -
advertise their many abilities and. talents. - -~

.- After teaching retarded children I ht classes of
bright. clasées of gifted, clagses”™of slow learners and
other children so labeled. I found that there was no suchﬁ
thing asg a’éomogene@us class of children no matter what
their label or aga. Each child. regardless of his label -
is a proflle of abilities and disabilities. It is time we

emphgized abilities rather than disabilities. Another

. Aruth that I learned, was that the basic knowledge we pos-
.~ - sass about how human beings learn appllas to alls chlldren,
191
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thab%there are no magic teachlng fermulas and methods

’ which w1ll work for. all children or only for speclal

B
% children, that the good teacher assesses each child's
i?

strengths and weaknésges and then ;elects the method or
;Lmethods whlch will be approprlate for :that chlld Thus,
«it 1s encumbent upon those of us who are tralnlng teachers
to ground prospectlve teachers well in a w1de repertoire
- of teaching styles and methods. Those who are in teachi-

M

ing “should contlnuallyvadd new approaches to their exlst-'

AY

ing repertoire so as to be able .to reach the individual

E

Child [] ‘ . ) . ' N o )
T L e : |
In September 1971 at California State University,

Northridge I initiated a project tb\train teachers at the

preschodl level tc work in'nursery schcois integrating .

children with handicaps. -

Our fi‘st prcblem, when we inteérated children‘with

a handlcap such as Downs syndrome. deafness, bllndnesg,

pees
v it
R

‘and cerebral palsy into the eyisting UnlvergTTy nursery
T

school, was teecher unqertaintyhmwThey asked "What do I

do with the retarded child? What do I do with the deaf

child?" My answer was, "What do you do with any child who

is new to a class?" "ch'do vou communicate if you are
.in a foreign coyntry? Try that with the deaf child."

The teachers were inse%ure, fearful about their ability

to desl with a little child who came to them with a label.

Teachers who were congidered superior and experienced

192
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. were suddenly unsure of their’teaching abllltiES} they

felt 'they lacked the skill.and trainim' to handle a cmla |
with a handicap. Thus, befpze we car succeed ln integrat-
1ng children, we will have to overcome this . 1nsecur1ty

and attitude that only gpecialized experts can workswlth

-

chifdren with handlcaps. ' ‘ o

b
- k

Those of you who now thb chlldren in your classes

c

who are blind, deaf, retarded or wrth other handicaps

‘have found that these children rlde the same tricycles,

climb the same Jjungle gyms, . 11ck their fingers after stir-

ring 'some delicious mixture, throw gand, Rug you opytaunt
you - in other wordsd they really are chiidren..

We have -to deyelop & new/old breed of teachers - Who,
like the. teacher in the little red school house had tc
agsess eécd child and plan individualized brogéams for tﬁe
wide spectrum of abllitles fcund in a sinale clacsroom.

The preschool is a wonderful place to begin th@_in-
tegration of children. Young children can and do accept
dlfferences whether they are in race, creed or, handicap 1fih
their teachers. parents. and the community model such ac-
ceptdnce and eliminate their own fears of differences. We
can greatly reducs seéregatioh of children if we break down .
the mgntal Barriecs we have built up concerning differences.
0f course, there will be some children for whom special'
olagses are needed. "Too frequently, when we change our

direction in educati-n we throw the baby out with the dirty -

water., Let's not eliminate all special nursery classes
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ashould not happen. an@ and every child in that classroom

‘needs attentlon and to pﬁov1de thls, you use:  assistant

‘blind ¢child, by saying, "Listen t6 my voice, Kyle" or "Here:\3

>

-

or specialists but - let's look at children as individuals

L]

and make ﬁlacements accordingly.
Above all, let's examine our own fears and pre judices

honestly. For example, teachers say\"Won't the 511nd Chif& k///’

¥

or the deaf ch11d take an 1nord1nate amount of teacher t1me5

_Wop' "t the other children be neglected’" This can, but -

teachereo parent aldes;”hléh 'school aides, and community

-

volunteers, . Let's hét”forget that the children themselves can

» -

<

be taught to help each other - evemnr at this.wery young age, °
For example, the chlldren in our program qu1ck1y 1m1t ted the
tericher and would turn the hard of hearlng chlldfsﬁface toward

X %3

them when they wanted to speak to him. They would guide the (

A}

touch this, Kyle".

One mother reported that her ggnr’Qear 0ld son, hear-

1ng that their old.sick dog cvuldn t berk snymore suggested
that he could teach. the dog some sign language. A volunteer
who had been tutoring the deaf child had. taught the otheri,

children in the class some signing. = .
I believe we now have a tentative (nothing is as con- ° A

stant as change) traiping model which is successful in'meking

our. young trainees and experienced Head teachers feei comfort-

able and competent to teach in the integrated program, -

I would like to read an excerpt from a letter we receiv-

ed from a former Head teacher in our program who left to direct




a county Head Start program in central Californxa just a ‘ .. ;
short'tlme ago. When we ‘first 1ntegrated children in our |
program} this very creative, flne and_experlenced teacher‘
'wés‘convlnced that she and the. program werergoing,to be |
detrimeéntal to the blind child and the- deaf chlld we had J B "
enrolled. She was in the integrated program approximately |
three years before she left to assume her new positlon. Ty
The‘following is a quote from her filrst letter to her for- ‘
mer colleagues: "Thls comlng week. we are hav1ng an ine

gervice workshop, and the top1c is, guess what° *Integrat- . -
1ng the handicapped child into the normal preschool classroom,

- They” d1dn t have’ anyone to lead the workshop. S0 ‘guess who is

going to do it? Right! Met® ’ : de“_ .
A:other Head teacher wrote: "When I first learhed of the
1mp1ementatlon and goals of the 1ntegrated program, my 1n1t1al
. redgtion was 'It's 1mp0331ble! Teachers must have speclal
training tc wor: w1th‘hand1capped chlldren.i I won' t kndw
. i\

how to meet the1r needs,'

)

| After two years 23 2 superv131ng teacher in the prognam.‘
I have learned that it is possible, Not only have I learngd
it, the concept of the integrated program has become an im=- \\
\\ ‘ portant element in myxeducatlonal phllosophy. ‘Becausze when ﬁx .
N it comes to actual classroom 1mplementat10n. the goal becomes \\&//,
. individualizations the creation of a learning environment
<

where the abilities of each child are assessed, individualized *

objectives and learnin§ opportunities are designed, so that ) \\

each <hild may grow and develop as much as he cen in the

length of time he is a-class member.”
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~In summary, in our preschool project we called our

[=4

-

téachers Develgpmental Teachora because we want to train young

péople to- apprecigte and understand the similarities and

differences in the development of all children.

We want these

tgachors‘to.:oelscompétenx in proviéing a variety ,of learning

. opportunities which will“bermit the children to develop and

grow accordlng to their own 1ndiv1dual profile of abilities,

Hopetnlly, these teachers and you too’ will ‘help ellminate the

ségregation. and minority statua or many young chlldren w1th

handicaps and return them to the malnstream ofiphildhood.

L4
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L Appendix B o

. APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENTAL ASSISTANT TEACHER* |
Date
Name ‘ ‘ ‘o ~ Birthdate Age
Address . : TS
number street ~city &QﬁémQétiwfip
~~ Phone No. ' Father's occupation - ; e N
: : ‘ : Ty
Class Level ' Major * + 'Minor Stipend Credit_Jﬂh;f
Graduation date ’ Sceial Sec. No. '
Single Married No. of Children Citizen Veteran ' T.
Have you any physicaf defects? Yes No V h é
. L (If Yes, explain fully below)
Were you evdr convicted of ény offense other than unlawful speeding or
- parking of a motor vehicle? Yes No .
Were you ever discharged from any employment? Yes” No

(If Ye's, explain fully below)

- Avrg i 111 i L ' ‘ ‘ :
| u.allgblllty Information: ‘ A M. P M.
Fall B Monday |
~ Spring-® &uesday -

5. 7 ’ <
© Summer ' - Wednesday

Year 19 Thursday ,

‘ Friday o ) R

Education including high school, college, university, other education’

Name of ' Dates ™No. Months Semester Units - | Diploma '.Date
Institution [Location | From To  Attendance, of College Credit ox Degree | Received

|

. 4

- gt

!
}
|
i
1
i
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Paid A;Expe,r"i'é‘nce in teaching and othet related employment::

|
Name of School ! Location . I Position Title and/or Dates : ‘
or Other: Employer . City & State Academic Rank From To | Employed
oy i
f: * T
- ‘\,\\i:: X - - - }
-« VYolunteer Experience in rel\“\ed field: A |
f of School. ' Locatlekt,, Posiglon ‘Amount 1 .Dates .
or Ageng&\ City & S&ate Title of Time | From To .
RS - i !
|
]
13
) /Ni *
- a) Scholarship? Yes No t ‘Source
| . b) Loan? Yes No U :
N -
: c) Parent cr Guardian? Yes No \k\
d) Other?  Yes No N
e) Other Dependents (Number) ) . '
A Indebtedness '
Possible emergency financing
. References: ) .
. University Faculty: . i S
© . Name - Title Dept . J
Agency Address 9& Phone
198 H

o
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&

Personal References: ;\_.

7  Name 0 Relationship ‘ Address Phone 7
S - L
)
Are your references-on file at the Scudént Placement Office? Yes No
S, % ' S “ ‘ S

Lo
4

Person to notify in case of emergency:

hd . . }’g’.

Name . - 4 Relationship.

Address S Phone

hAlRS 4 ”‘ .
Health Status:
Date last physicél Skin Test_ " or Chest Xray for T.B.

Are you presently covered by health and accident insurance?_

Agency Have you misged any- school during the past ™
six months due to illness? Yes No = Desctibe, 1f yes__ )

- - i
. . /

o e

5
L #

o
;5/

Please list the courses you have taken in Child Development, Education,
Psychology and Special Education: ‘, .

-

S

Accumulated Grade Point Average:

P ERSE——

Child Developmént Grade Point Average: | '

W
AN
A

T Submit a brief handwritten statement about how you became interested

. . *4n Child Development and what your future aspirations are in the field.

?%,Afso&“please discuss feelings you have about your experience in the field.

LN

| N 199 - L
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DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER COMPETENCY CHECKL1ST

w,;///' Molly &. Gorelick  °
= California State University, -Northridge’
" INSTRUGTIONS: N

For Self-Evalﬁation. preface each statement with:

I..........“."........'.
+

I know how td.cceceossOF

1 an able and 7illin@ £04oees
SIS ’/ .

For evaluation of another person, p;efece each,statementfwithx

He doeS.....0or she doeg.....

}
I

Fill in the blank after each statement using the following scele:
. SCAIE: '
%ﬁ) L-Competent in task or area and able to demonstrate for others.'
3.Competent. but not quite ready to demonstrate. for others.

2-Competent, but there are recognlzable gaps or weaknesses
which can be handled and corrected by me (the teacher)

1-Weaknesses more than skills. Need for consultant assistance
or obsgerving a skilled teacher demonstrate.

0-No background. To handle this task or area need:

a) coursework
b) experience
c) a&bd

(In using rating‘O - indicate whether it is Oa; Ob; or Oc.)
N - No opportunity to observe (for evaluation of another person)

L]

. Vi

—
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kk‘vclarxmn;a,l 'I';».fi}chor Gonpetency Checklist Profile and Propress Report

Directions for Sumary of Ratings

Molly C. Gorelick

%"‘E\ "”?}

/) - T \ ) .
An analysis of the\results of the Developrmntal Teacher Competency

AN

| Chedclist is obtained by otalmg the ratinga in each competency area
'and dividing by the nmiber\of items in that area. At: different periods

- \\ -
of the year, the colurms numbercd I to IV, are used for self and uther‘-,
- B \ _“
' ' person' S (e g Supa.msc:r dirgctor, colleague) evaluations. The mean
. \
for each area is listed and the plotted on the correspondmg colum -of

the profmle 'I‘he Grand Mean is ol?tamed by t:otalincr, the means. for each
area agd d:widing by eight (8), thé\ total number of areas. ”

The profile permits comparisons, \between the various evaluations.
The results are then used as a guide 8@ plan individualized pre or in |
service training programs. - \“\ .

-

&
| The material was developed under the project "Careers in Integrated

Early Childhood Programs", Grant No. 55-P-45144/9-03.

N ’ 201
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PMENTAL TEACHER OOMPETENCY CHECKLIST PROFILE AND PROGRESS REPORT
Molly C. Gorelick

s 1 I1 LI A
" Evaluator: ‘ '
Date: -
001 2 3.4 234  01.23,4 D 3
N |
1. Classroom :
Mshagement
2 Assessment | : ’ .
3. Program Design . ‘
and Plaming - - 1 b
4. Teacher/Child | | |
Relationships
and Management
5, “Staff and Co- .
Worker Relations |
‘ ) I
6. Proféssional '
' _Work Habits
7. i’a'rmt ,
. Relationships
: 8~ Calllullity <\ . '
~*  Relationships Yo N
a:gd* Resources \\ . [
ﬁ_'@al of Means: ;
| | T e +8= © L 4Be
Grand Mean: "”
5 '
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DEVELOFMENTAL TEACHER COMFETENCY CHECKLIST

Rating 0 - 4

hedemonstrate for others = O=no background, need;
3=competent, not ready demo a) coursework
2=weak, can .improve by self . b) experience

l=weak, need assistance c) a&b
) - No opportunity to observe

1.0.0 -CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT (TASKS)

1.1.0  Equipment and Materials

1 I JIII | IV
l1.1.1 Follow school procedures for ma;ntaining
" and supplementing inventory. \x
1.1.2 . Check safety of equipment and matekials .
and notify director of*}roblems.
1.1.3 Arrénge and rearrangé equipnent ane
materials to faoilitate progrem.
1.1.4 % Organize neat placement and storage of §\
materials to permit ready accessibility ,\\
to children and staff, . \\
-1.1.5 Design and make matefials (software) to
“ implement learning opportunifies. | L ,
1.1.6 Utilize and operate Audio-Visual materials. \\
1.2.0 Attréctivéness of environment 4 \ , B
1.2.1 " Design, arrange and gupervigse on-going \ 3

placement of materials for ‘Bulletin Bosrds
»
and Visual stg!gys which are attractive -

and appropriate to prﬁgram and children®'s

interests.




- s W ey - e

-

- L g
DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER COMPETENCY CHECKLIST
T |11 111 |1
1.3.0 Cleanliness of classroom .
1.3.1 Organize and participate with staff and
children to clean up after using materialg °
e.g. replace blocks, ‘wipe up spills, A
tables, run the vacuum over the rug, ete. )
Totals:
. - 8= | £8=.] +8= -
Means
E 3 .
\\s
/
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DEVELOPMEN?AL TEACHER COWFETENCY CHECKLIST

' ’ Ratlng 0O - L4

i h-demonstrate for others O=no background, need:
3=competent, not rexdy demo a) coursework
2=weak, can improve by self ‘ b; exper ience
l=weak, need assistance c a&bd ’

‘ “ N - No opportunity to observe
2.0.0_ ASSESSMENT . *

2.1.0 On=-going ‘Monitoring of Children's Progress (for all teachers)
. T II I11 Iv

A o -

2.1.1 Assess all children to determine entry
levels of functioning in Cognitive, FPsycho-
Motor and Affective Domains plus Creativi-

ty, and record results.

2.1.2 Organize a schedule for implementing
basic pre, mid and end of semester assess-

[ ments plus daily ongoing evaluations.

2.1.3 - Use and interpret non-standardiied assesg-
ﬁent techniques, such as: non=-judgmental

observatisis, time sampling observations,

anecdotal records and case studies. - ' .
2.1.4 Select, administer and intérpret appropri-

ate gtandardized tests, such as the Peaf

‘ body Ficture Vocabulary Test; Caldwelljand .
others designed for teacher use., r ‘ iLwlﬂ_A ]
2.1.5 . Keep a written record and-file of child’s ' 4“ ﬁ
v " level of functlonlng obtained from tests.

- obgservations, samples of children's work

and .other sources.

@ . - ‘.‘ 205 ‘j ”() . . ]
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DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER COMPETENCY CHECKLIST

: o T {[1.-]IIT IV

»

’ - : \ W W)
2,1.6 ’Prescribe learningdopportuﬂﬁkﬁes. ran, - | -Y:.“

“individual child or a gxwur based orn.

EE ]

, teacher and consultant derived assessment

data (information). ‘ s

L4

2.1.7 Make daily assessments with staff and ‘ .

children to adjust objectiveé and plans.

-~

" These caZ’be in the form of discussions

with written notations made of decisions.
) /u Totals for %asistant Teac?é{Sx ) i L
_ E‘P | | “ ' L7=27= £7= 47
- . | H/ 1 . Means: 3

. ' Head Teacher! , :
w 220 Qngq%ﬁg:ﬁ%gitoging of Devélopmental Assigtant

‘Teacher Prbgress (for Head Teachers only)

2.2.1 Use this checklist to obtain & profile of

the assistant teacher's initialjﬁomﬁétenciesjl

. . ‘and weaknessges. .

2.2.2 Maintain in assistant’s file, the assess- “
. ment profile of beginning competencies. ~ - ‘ ’"& %‘1:..
. . . : . T b |
. o 2423 Utilize the information and data from the T

initial assessment to employ strengths of

agsistant teacher and prescribe learning

opportunities to eliminste wealnesses. J




e
e
2.2.4
2245

>, f_ - ® & *
- Flj k] &
. e - % ’
w ¥ : .
. o ‘ S Ve ¢ 4 ’ < ’%
DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER COMPEEENCY CHECKLIST LT ’
’ . ’}‘ & .. ? . )
Lo e Lo T I fILjIve
Provide daily feedbacﬁ to assleﬁﬁnt teachers q -
T ) 1y
on level of functlonlng - stﬁengths and ’ -
.t e ,
weaknesses. . Help the ass ¢stant teachers 1o
with an ongoing self evaluatlon monltoring o
of progress. . 5 E ‘ & . 4
Use oumulatlve data te make an end of 1" i T
semester summgry of aﬁsistant ‘teacher's - . v
performance levels. . o i :
: ’.quglé for Head Teachers: * ‘ oo
] . e ._1“2=F17,=412= #l2=
) f Means: - )
. . - i @
’ 5 -t RS
xn‘»’\ &
° Vs
y . ,,
W ™ v
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' \\ u—demonétfate for others

3.0.0 _ PRUGRAM DESIGN AND PBANNIN

B R e e T

* DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER COMPETENCY CHECKLIST

e
| “

Rgﬁingfo - 4

O=no background, need:
. a) coursework
b) experience
. C) a &b
N - No opportunlty to observe

\3~competent not Peady demo .
Q; can 1mproVe by self -
* l»wed need a5313tance «

(for all teac ers)

v

i 1T {I1I

3.1.0 Deslgn a program basedf on school's phllosophy.

- ) knowlédge of prlnc1pljs of learnlng, child

growth and developm@nt and the results of the

- assessment of chlldren.“

3.2.0 °  Set up objectives in the cognitive, psycho-
motor, affecfivé and creative .domains based
.qﬁ

on knowledge of the clasé and, individual

Chlld's characterlstlce.

3.3.0 Plan ob;ectlves for groups ﬁnd for. 1nd1v1dual

chlldren for specific time periods:

3.3.1. Semester S , -

3.3.2 Month | f '//
03343 - Week . | : °’

b Daily "’ = ——e

’73 3 , aily S o y .

3.3.5 Time *modules for a 51ng e day. ,

3.4.0 De81gnlqg learnlngiqpportunltles

3;4.1 ’ ~ Designin learnLng oppo tunltles for the

] . gning  OLPOF;

group and fggzzﬁ31v1dual children. »
. . ‘ P
J.be2 . Contlnuakly evaluate effectlveness of

learnlng opportunlties.

34,3 Anal&ze and. reﬁlse 1earning opportunl-

- ties based onfchlld'surespbnses and'needs.

‘) “,“

i k* L “{j 208 2 3 -
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- * . . ] * e
. . DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER COMPETENCY CHECKLIST
: ) ’ I, 11| IIL| 1V
‘3;5.0 f' Utilize a4 repertoire of teaching styles and A

select -8 style dppropriate to the group,
child and particular learning activity and

3

situation.

3.6.0 . Demonstféfe flexibiiity and creativity in

changing procedures \to accomplish goals.

2

" Totals for Assistant Teachers:

o’ r—

Means .

Head Teacher's training of '
3.2.0___ Developmental Assistant Teacher (for Head Teacherﬂ only)

3.7.1 R

\

q D?WG}OD snd clearly delineate. a
sequential series of demonstrations;
learning ouportunities and tasks so
- that the assistant teacher knows her

role in the design and implementa-

tion of the program.

3,742 Help Developmental Azsistant Teacher
to”acquire"the’ébmpeténcies leading to | . ™
' the assumption of all tasksrreqhired of|: N -

. a Developmenital Head' Teacher. ] 1 -

~

Totals for Head Teaéhers;

fu=|a1t=[210=] 210=

P@ansf . !

209 | \.




“hele3 \ Deal with extreme positive or negati&e

S

DEVELOPMENTAL TEACH]

COMPETENCY CHECKLIST

°
- . ~

Rating 0 = &4

k=demonstrate for others ’ O=no background, need:
.-3=¢competent, not ready demo ‘ a) coursework
2=weak, can improve by self: b) ‘experience
‘1=weak, need assistarice . e) a&b
. § N - No opport1m1ty to obqenfe
4,0.0 TEACHER(CHILD RELATIONSH;PS AND MANAGEMENT z
. I II L [[II
4,1,0 Attend to all chi;dren in the integrated ) X
class. , u ‘>
L,1.1 D1v1de attention and staff among all : e ¢ T

-

chlldren n the class so that- no child
rece;ves an ong01ng inordinate amount

.of teacher time. ... '

4hol.2 . Set up staff (assistant teacher,

student aidps, etc. ) as 31Enments S0

LN

that 1nd1v1dual chlldren and/or groups
/ — are mstched to staff who can most

effectively work with-and relate to

them.

feelings toward certain children.

Le2,0 Provide for and manage diversity in

h,2.1 Cooperative-compliant @.g. child who

' F’" - 0 - 210 !
! éhi@ .

Affective Domain in children who are:

cooperates with rules and regul:tions.)

b,2.2 Apathetic-withdrawing (e.g. keeps to

himself; remains aloof; distant.)

L,2.3 ° A Angry-defiant (e.z. chili who treaté

other child}en‘with deliberate crdelty.

scresms., ) - % S -
[
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DEVELOFMENTAL TEACHER COMFETENCY CHECKLIST

s e ]

i o | | 5 A1 i IIT | tv

ho3.0 Provide for and manape diversity in Copnitivel~ 17/ 17—
) 'bomain in childrerr who are: .
ka3l " very bright or gifted _
o k32 bright g ‘. =
L - 5

bo3.3 . dverage ’ L L ‘ )
L,3.4 slow S -1 =
L,3.5 retarded “ !

g .
hok,0 Provide for and manage diversity in Psycho-

e ligtor Domain in children who are:

b1 without sensory deficits or handicaps - ‘Ll

I -
! . R T
A and exhibit good gross and fine ‘notdr
\ : j

3
k]

contral, . | L —
b2 . b{ind‘”ﬁ.ﬁ . S L
b3 ..déaf i’ “
4.4.4 " ‘orthopedjcally disabled
L,b,s (1 ° vépileptic | v ‘ o ) »Hiﬁp:— |
hoh,6 . E cerebral. palsied ) '%y“ It
,“4.4.? W who have gndiagqgfed)deficitsw ] E M o
b8 ~ who have multiple deficits ' s
b,5.0 . Demonstrate respec% for”andwenhahceAEQg
.behavior of a child. | ;
”64.5.1 Listen to and respoé& to'a.bhéld. r
h,5.2 - . Be honest in explanatiohs to a chiid. ,—j{<
4,5.3 Express feelings to a éﬁildlwitpinﬁthe i
" limits of each child's tolerances.
[T " Communicate so that child can understand I ;
messages. : . N | !
211~ ) ’
Y Iy ¢
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\ DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER "COMPETENCY CHECKLIST . I
¥ \; ) B P B -‘
N : ] 1| 1| 11x
4,6.0 Provide a warm, outgoing and accepting
‘emotional cIim;te. » ; “
4,6,1 ' Express warm and. positive behaviors such
. as a smile, an eﬁbrace. etc., as an |
] integral part of child/teacher inter- ’
v ‘ actions. - '
-. . . . N \\ . .
4,7.0 Provide a safe environment.
4,7.1 e Provide proper ‘supervision of all activi-
? . tieS . ~
4 g ' . o A ] 1 o
k.,7.2 Execute emergency procedures in the
event of accident, illness, seizures, ‘
excessive emotional réactions., . w
) ; .
Totals: .
: . - 26=|226=|226=] ¢
) : Means: .
: . )
& .
. : | s
| 212 K
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Rating. 0 - 4

=demonstrate for others 0O=no background, need:

’ . 3=competent, not ready demo a) coursework:
* 2=weak, c¢an improve by self b) experience
l=weak, need assistance c) a&bd
. L - No opportunity to observe
5.0,0 _ STAFF_AND CO-WORKER RELATICNS —\
ﬂ . “ Tia I |11 J11r |\
, _5;?:0 . Interact'harmoniously“wjfgggtaff.:\
5.1.1 Be pleasant dﬁd congenial v
b 5.1.2 ' Communicate directly. rather than ) .
K ' gossiping. - T e
25.1.? w3¥kﬂas a member of team.
5;%,# . Cooperate with the director %nd/or
"” supervisor. N | .
&LZ.O_ Tolérate criticism.
T 9.2.1 Respond positively to constructive
| ‘ criticism meant to improve or correct ‘Xﬁ
work ;erformance. o \Xg‘
2.2.0 Implement changes (Be independent from" S “i§\
supervision) - ‘ ~ | gl ) \\§?
5¢3.1 Cafry out new procedures, apbroacheéi \ 4 \\
/o etc., without need to be reminded. 0
é.a.z ' Follow thrbugh on own. | . o -
5.3.3 Be inﬁovativéﬁ
. Totals:
= /A . ; SH= ffabs [ b= | enE.
Means :

213
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DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER COMPETENCY CHECKLIGT

1
Roting O - &

L=demonstrate for others 70U no background, need;
3 competent, not ready demo a) coursework
2wweak, c#n improve by self, b) exnperience

lmweak, need assistance c) a&hb .
7 N - Nocmﬁormxﬁty to observe

4.0,0  PROFESSIONAL WORK HABITS
‘ I |11 (111 |1

6,1;0 “ Motivation for teaching

belel Display enthuéiasm. interest for work.
6,142 Go the extra mile to achieve results. -
£.2.0 . Punctuality '

©.2.1 Report to work early enough to prepsre

for children's arrival.

&.2.2: Leave at the end of day after room is

clean and program snd materials pl®nned

for the next day.

e el Maintain and submit all reports on time.
L% Creativity in teaching
¥ t.b.1 Demonstrate the ability to plan imsg- ) )

inative and stimulating wrograms,

interventions and relatinnships.

: i ba5a0 Professional Growth .

ChL5.01 Read current journals in the field. F ]
; “ 50542 . Attend lectures and/or conferences i
i o i Lrt related to field (at “least once a

M

3 o semester).




5

DEVELOPWENTAL TEACHER COMPETENCY CHECKLIST

R s : 1 J11 jIirr ive
6.5¢3 . Enroll in workshops and/or courses to ’
improve knowledge .and skills. . b
; , A —
6.5.4‘\\ Join and become active in professional _//
. organizations in the field. / ’ N
= S
e Totals:
- _10: -10!: .:.10: ._]O':
‘ : Means
& a - .
t_ T
,o
& )
| o 215 h
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hrdemonstrate for others
3=competent, - not ready demo a). coursework
- 2=weak, ‘can improve by self .

L

DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER COMIETENCY CHECKLIST

Rating 0. - 4

l1=weak, need assistance ) c) a&b
- ' - N - No opportunity to observe

PARENT RELATIONSHIFS

b) experience

0=no background, nee::

|11

I1I

7.1.2°

7.1.3
7.1.4

7.1.5

-]

@ Provide clearly defined channels of

communication.

-

Define the manner in which articulation
between home and sbhool can be achieved.
Set dates for conferences with parents.

Outline classroom visitétion privileges.

‘Outline classroom parficipation privi-

leges or requirements.

_Demonsfrate the ability to evaluate and

report child's progress in terms of

stated objectives and philosophy.

Tptals:

\ - Pbansrl
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DEVELOPMENTAL TEACHER COMPETENCY CHECKLIST

= . Fi

- , Rating 0 - 4 \
L=demonstrate for others " O=no background., need:
J=competent, not ready demo . a) coursework
2=weak, c&n improve by seif b) expérience
l=weak, need assistance . e) a&bd

. "N - No opportunlty to observe
8.0.0 COMMUNITY RELATIONSHIPS' AND RESQURCES
—_ —_— —— — — ]

1 j1xr J111] 1v
8.1.0 Interpret the program purposes and goals to
. vigitors and observers.
8.2.0 - Employ accepted ethical practices in communi-
catlng to others about individual children. .
8.3.0 Identify and locate resolurces, services and
key personnel to implement%the child's"pro-
gram or special needs.
Totals:
~=
<3=123= 3= [:3=
. Means:
» /J - - .
List items not covered- or suggestions for improving this Develop- .
mental Teacher Competency Checklist, 1y

[ 4
MCG/lec Revised X174

fev 1972 . .
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Tar

A

Feb. 28, 1973

April 4, 1973

April 25, 1973

-

B 4

 October 10,

1973

Nuvember 14,
1973

Decesnber 5,
197%

March 14, 1974

Richard, Koch, M.D.,

Appendix D

DISTINGUISHED LECTURER SERIES 1972-75

Lecturer

Miriam Wilson, M.D.
Professor of Genetics,.
USC Los Angeles County
Hospital Medical Center,
Member of President's
Comnittee on-Mental
Retardation. -

-

Professor Pediatrics, ,
Director of Regional
Center for Ment:ally

Retarded, Children's Hosbit:al, N

Los Angeles

Henry Slucki, Ph.D.

Senior Research Asspciate
Depar tment 'of Hurmian| Behavior
Usc Schooi of Medicine

Joan Hodgmm M.D. al
Professor of Ped1at:rics,
Director of Neo-Natal
Special Care Nurseries

at Los Angeles County

USC Medical,Center.

Claire Kopp, Ph.D.
Psychologist - Infant Studies
Project, Department of
Pediatrics, Child Development.
at NEILA Medlcal Center.

Edward Ritvo, M.D.,

Professor, Neuropsychiatric
Institute, UCLA Center for

Health Services.

Jakob Oster, M.D.,
Imternational League of

. Child Development'

Topic
“"Genetics as Related to

""Developmental -Evaluation
In Early Childhood"

2
"'"Behavior Modification -

Its Application to Young
Children'

"Evaluation of Maturity in
the Newborn."

""Piaget Assessment.’’

"Clinical Neurophysiological
Studies in Autism."

- "Follow-up over Twenty Years

of 526 Cases of Down's

Societies for tbe Mentally Syndrome. "'
Handicapped. thor of 0l-
ism, the Mentally Retarde 1d,
An ABZ of Mothers. )
n
-
7 i




Date

March 27, 1974

’

October 23,
1974 &

December 4,

1974

Februaf& 13,
1975

Feorﬂary 20,
1975

February 27,
1975

Maxech 6,

1975

‘March 13;

1975
March 20,
1975

April 17,
1975

May 1, 1975

May 8, 1975

_Lecturer ., | ™

Wendy Johnston, Ph.D.

Professor 'of Life Sciences

Pasadema City College. s

Solon Samuels, M.D.,
Dipl#wmate of the Anprlcan
Board of Psychiatry and
Consulting Psychlatrlst
Exceptional Children's
Foundation.

Marvin Weil, M.D.,
Director of Pediatrics and
Neurology, Harbor Genéral

Hospital; Associate Professor -

of Pediatrics and Neurology
UCLA.

Dr. Evis.Coda, Director
Kennedy Child Study Center

Edward Ritvo, M.D.

0

Mr. Robert Humbert, Director

- Vocational Independence
Program,

Foundation for the
Junior Blind.;

Dr. Ralph Goddard
Consulting Psychiatrist
Crippled Children's Society
Los Angeles

Dr Edgar Lowell, Director
John Tracy Clinic

Dr. Carole Hatcher, Director
of Curriculum and Psychologist
Spastic Children's Foundatioh

Frank Hewett, Ph.D. Professor
Graduate School of Education
University of California, L.A.

Dr. Ray Barsch, Professor

Special Educatlon CSUN

* Dr. Leo Buscaglia Professor

_ Family."

Topic

"Prepared Chlldbifth
hxperlence
Film: '"The Story of Er1c

"A Transactlonal Analysis
Theory of ‘Child Development

,.“Vn

Neurologlcal Correlates
of Spontaneous Behavior ' -

’

2 "

SR

""The Mentally Retarded Child} |

in the Family." s

""The. Autlstlc Child in the
Famlly . I

"The BllndMChlld in the

]

PO

"The Orthopedlcally Handi-
capped Child in the Family

"The Deaf Child in the Family."

"The Cerebral Palsied Child
in the Family."

"The Bmotionally Disturbed
Child in the Family."

"The Leanting Disabled Chlld
in the Family." ®

Video:

University of Southern California

Department of Education

216 ‘

e
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"Love in the Classroom."




Appendix E . .

SAMPLE . DAILY LESSON PLAN

“ A. Permanent Displays: . S - o
. 1. Rats , R S
) 2. ‘Fish Tank - - . .~ o
) ; B On-Going DlSElayS: L
v 7 , . :
. 1.“Magncts SR ' 7. Beans planted by.children
. 2. Sweet potato .. - 8. Salt crystals = |
. X, 3. Avacado seed and plant 9. Evaporation experl ent
+4. Shells 10.. Shape bulletin/:board ,
5. House plants 11. Valentine bulletin’ board
6. Flower seedﬁbplanted by children 12. Spring bullet bogard -

13. Helght chart -

£

C. Open Shelves with Materlals Available to Chlldren at any Time:

* ﬁ“‘\'

» 1. Puzzlesw . ) : »
2. Form board R < . L
v, 3. Stringing béads’ . ‘ ~ These are frequently
4. Geo boards and rubber bands . removed and other
5. Lego oo materials put in their y
: . , 6. Wuts and bolts : ; place., : @
B 7. Crayans : “o - ‘o C
8. Pencils. = - | - - ]
“ 9. Felt marking pens ' |
i} 10. Scissors '5 >
11.- Paper )

'D. Housekeeﬁing“Area: May be used at any tiéeﬁ

: - c " iu L
. -

1. Refrigerator, sink, stove,pots and pans, dishes
2. Dress-up clothes, shoes hats purses.

Ki

; : E. Interest Centers: L . ' 3

1. Art Table: Batiking '

Objective - to create ind1v1dual designs and e&perlment
with color on cloth. The teacher w1ll be a resource
_person. u

Materials - staple whlte cotton cloth (6" x 10") onto ’
“shirt eardboatd (9" x 12"). Mix one each: red, blue,

] * : green, and yellow food coloring with water in margarlne
5 cups. 10 eye droppers. . | )

Direttxons - children will draw colored water into eye

droppers and release liquid onto cotton materidl. The
colors will run together and overlap, creatlng‘de31gns

4

: l
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2. Housekeeping Area: " Cofn meal and coffee grounds

e o Ob]ective - to provide a media for tactile expericﬂce

‘Mhterials - 30" x. 30'" sHallow plastic tray filled with
corn-meal coffee ground mixture on a square table.
Large metal spoons, small plastfc’ spoons, plastic medi-

"cing bottles with caps of varying eres plased in tray.

Directions E’child may use -hands in mixture, or spoon
mixture into bottles or f£ill bottles using hands.

3 ,Manipulative Area: Tcpthpick and pea structures

. * o

Al

tion and problem-solving ability Teacher will act as
a r&sqarce\person

of dried -whdale. peas and divide package intg three pie
J\eins. our bver .each pan .a small bottle of food

) olorinh“ﬁbne red, ome green, one yellow) and add water
.fintil peas are covered in colored'water Soak over-
night.  The next morning, spread peds dn cookie tin
B\bake at 350° for ten minutes.

e " For class use:, Divide colored. peas 1nto margarine
.cups for individual use and have two. boxes of rounded
woodtn toothp ks available.’

Direqtions»- children will stick‘toothpicks into Eeas
fo build anitals or structures _
4 L] - . ‘v
Cognitive Area Following a pattern
Objective - learn to follow a pattern

Materials - Peabody Xylophene, mallet, and colored
EIps fr@m Peabody kit spread out on table.

5 ' ‘ Directions -~ child: chooses many or few colored chips
and:connects them in a string. He then takes the mal-

. let‘and’hits the sprrespcnding coléred bar on the xylo-
phone to create a.melody that is directly related to
the assembled pattérn of colored.chips

5. Rug Area- . -
Objective - cognitive and- psychomotor domains
. Materials'-'alphabet blodks, ,styrofoam squares, wooden7

hammers, and ndils.

i Directions - the alphabet. blocks have animals inside
. that correspond with the block's letter. The children
. - “are to match blocks and animals. They also can inter-
‘ : lock blocks or just build with them.. The other mate-
© _« rials are for hammering into the styrofoam

F. Outside Time: (QS'minutes)

*Objective - fine motor devclopment,” stimulating imagina-

MaEerfh1§ Jﬁthe nipht before. take a one pound package




1. Grass Area: . ' ' . . .
Tumbling mats and maze are set up for gross,motor .
activity. .
2 2. Patio: Carpentry ' ‘ ' * |
' Ob]ectlve - fine muscle, hand/eye coordlnatlon, creatlv- .
4 ity, 'social experience. - . ) .
- .Materials - saw horses, saws,ghammers, nails, visgs,

various sizes of wood. -

” . .

3. Quter Yard: Permanent equipment

kK

; : . Trfhes wagons, ‘easels and pa1nt playhouse sandbex,
. . . ’ ralnbow climber w1th sapdbox small slide, ladder box,

, : VW car, gas pump. . b
o . a o k4 ‘
B 4 -’\\ < i d e
! --G. Smack: . @ . o L ‘
‘Ob]ectlve - provide nutrition apd encourage soc1allza- d
tion. .

-

- , Materials -.oranges, that areaquartered set in baskets.
; : © Small paper cups, napkins, two=cup pltchers milk.

Directions - baskets are placed on tables to be passed .

c e -around by children. Cups and napkins are placed by
. . each chair. Children will, f111 thelrncups by pourlng
. ) from the two-cup pitcher. , . .
- ¢ " ‘i
H. Music: *Rhythmlc activity - : .

45

Ob]ectlve - reproduce rhythm1c sounds with body and
rhythm sticks. Creative and affective domains.

Materials - rhythm sticks for eachc-child. Metronome.

. ‘ Diréctions - show metroriome and how it wogks. Demon-
, R "strate fast and slow beats.  Have childrem foliow move-
- . ment using rhythm sticks. Then‘allow children to use
) whole body to move to rhythm.

[ 4 -

%.‘) I. Story "Caps for Sale" o » ' ) . -

Ob]ectlve - promote 11sten1ng skllls ‘as well as part1—
cipation through imitation.

" Materials - book: - Caps for Sale" } - "

) . " Y
N ~ “Directions - teacher reads Story and encourages parti--
e Clpatlon from children to imitate monkey soundsr~ )

P

=




PR B L © Appendix §°

uestions and Gu1de11nes in -t
ol . . % . Currigculum Design
] R
. v .\,"” - * by f‘ X v ’ -
. . - Molly C. Gorelick, Ed.D.
. . ; \ - B
) O WHAT ARE THE OBJECTIVES?
A. y'Source and Screening of instructional objective (Tyler 1950)
. ' 1. .Society ' Two . " - Philosophy of Education
. - 2. Learner ' ’ ;
: ~ -3.. Subject Matter Screens Psychology of Learning .

B. “Taxonomy of objectives, (Bloom 1956) (Krathwohl, et al 1964)

. o ‘ 1. Cognitive"
. ) . 2. Affective . s
& 3. Psychomotor- S ‘ ‘ : ]

“C. Typology of obJectlves (Gorellck 1963)

1. Global : .
2. Major '
3. Minor
= 4 Operational
-D. - Séleétiné behavioral/operational objectives

IT. WHATALEARNING OPPORTUNITIES WILL*ACHIEVE THESE OBBECTIVES?

o,

e °

A, Appra1s1ng learner's entry behavior relatlve to objective o
) 1 Written pre-test
2 Verbal pre-test :
3. -.Systematic recorded observatlons
4 Other ‘
_ ’ T
'B. Appraising how student 1earns - recognlzlng that 1earners,

differ in:

Sense moMalities employed in learning

Drive, interests, motivation ‘ A .
Rate at which learning takes place ' .
Step size of material learner can handle :
Reactions to teaching styles ‘
Nature of learning strengths . , .

RN RV, IR o NN LN g
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Questions and Guidelines in ' .

Curriculum Design by . ; . . L
Molly C. Gorelick, E&D. .., : : '3

Page 2, .

— C. Ut11121n5 prlnc1p1es of learnlng in des1gn1ng and selecting _
; teaching, materials-and activities

. Discriminability of stimulus

Ipvariance : .
Focus of attention g - e

ctive response -
ﬁghpetltlon
Reinforcement (przmary or secondary)
Feedback .
Branching
Relevant practice
Teach for transfer
Overlapping

S

}
HoOWwWRNOUHWNH

III. HOW SHALL THESE‘LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES BE ORGANIZED? .

. A Criteria
B Continuity .
2. Sequence:
3. Integration, ! _
B. Elements _
- : 1. Concepts , ©
‘ 2. Values ‘ . ~ '
3. Skills t 3
.C. Principles
R 1. Learning Hierachies (Gagne 1968)
2., Chronological
23, Simple to difficult or vice vgrsa
4. Geographlcal expansion
5.- Logical
. 6. Psychological

Iv. HOW\ SHALL THE ACHIEVEMENT OF THE OBJECTIVES BE EVALUATED?
g - -

" A. Assessing change in terminal behavior .
. 1. Written post-test
‘ 2. Verbal post-test T,
3. Systematic recorded observatlons T

-~ 4. Other

-
3

B. Utilizing results to determine effectiveness of
; in#tructional paradigm

é 1. Identify appropriate 1mprovements

i ‘ 2. " +Eliminate weaknesses . .
3. . Implement and extend effective and'de51rab1e outcpmes“
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OFFICE OF THE" GOVERNOR .
- Dotew B . " STATE CAPITOL ,
OLPH BRISCOE - - i,
cov:uuogc s AUS_TIN. TEXAS 78711% ) o

s '3 4

March 13, 1974 | .

\' | 5 |

Dr. Molly C. Gorelick
California State University, Northridge -
.18111 Nordhoff Street - ' _ '
Northridge; California 91324 : .
A - - . \
Dear Dr. Gorelick: .

“»

I read with interest a description of your work with the integration
of handicapped preschoolers in Education Paily.

po
-

in Texas, as iy many states, there is emphasis on gettingatﬁieast

. the mildly han fcapped children into the regular classroom. We call
this emphasis\"Plan A" and it is generally being implemented suc-
cessfulty.u It is an expensive program, however, and legislators
tend to be lnterested -and conterned about expensive programs!

N N

Our office has been charged with the task of investigating the effects
of the mainstream concept, not only on the handicapped children,

hut the regular students as well. Wé-are also interested in identify-
ing the characteristics of programs which‘are particularly successful.

wp

It appears to me that the work you are;doing at Calitornia State

. University relates to our interests. I would be very appreciative
lf you couid send me additional information: on your project, what
you are .doingy’ the effect you-are having, and’ the tools you have
developed. .

.

,Thank yous

Szncerely,

5 ., - . Ronald M. Howard
- . , © Director of Evaluatio
* ’ Governor's Office ‘of Educational
.Research and, Planning
- . . B . \

4 ’ - - " . - .

-
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CENTRAL SUSQUEHANNA INTERMEDIATE UNIT |

P. O. BOX 213 — LEWISBURG. PENNA. 17837
. 717-524-4431

o i
p
o N . ‘ -
s . » .
ad A ; . g -
o

May 2, 1974

‘Dr. Gorelick »
_California State University . i
1811f: Nordheff Street : : -
Northridge, California 91324

Dear Dr. Gorelick: v , e ) : A )

"I _have Just finished reading a rewview of your work (Report on Education v
Research March 13, 1974) integrating various kinds of handicapped d children

into regular pre—school programs. I. have been working with the same thrust
for three years. . Lo , -

I would appreciate: 1 s‘;” . %

S

1. A more @omplete reprint of your work .

-

2. The Developmental Teacher Competency Checklist - and any
guidelines for its use

S

3. How would I get a copy to review, buy or rent your film \\x y
"A Child is a Child" & .
. ¢
I am delighted to read about your work., I am administrating a program
in a rutal Appalachian region, where both pre-school centers “and children with
variouq deficits are widely spread.

Your program's empliasis not only fits the geogr phical and population
characteristics of my area, but placing handicapped children in a normal
* peer group will always maximize the social learning possibilities We work
in Day.Care centers, and Head Start programs Enclosed are program.descrip-
tions of the two models I use hereé.

Thank yoy for any help you can give me.
: “ v

Sincerely,

i ), /

W sart e /// TR
P 5 Adrienne M. Levin

Supervisor, Pre-School Programs

AML :mkc o ’ ’ .

Enclosures i ) §
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by e . @ N
& - . - s
QA . . el

: WILSON RILES
 Supetintendent ol Public Instrucilon
g and Disector of Fducation

¢ - . ’ . 113
; STATE OF-CALIFORNIA '
I K - .
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION ; . E
< . STATE EDUCATION BUILDING. ;21 CAPITOL MALL, SACRAMENTO 93814 ’ : )
) Ml!rf:h 6, 197k * ,
s. & ”’ S e
“r, 9 ‘ .
D Molly C. Gorelick .- - "
Associate Professor énd Project Director .
Pre-School Laborstory ' o ,
California State University, Northridge _ . 4

Northridge, California 91324

P2

Dear Dr. Gorelick:

Same time ago you were kind enough to send me a set of descriptive materials
_regarding the project "Careers in Integrated Early Childhood Programs' witich
equips teachers with the particular competencies needed for the integration of
handicapped children. B o

I have forvarded the materials to'Mr. Leslie Brinegar, in order that he and the
other members of the special education staff will have the opportunity to famil-
jarize’ themselves with the special program of Northridge.
As you know, the Master Plan for Special Education has a particular emphasis on
serving as many of the handicapped as possible in the regular school program.
Properly equipped and sensitive regular school staffs will be critical to the
success of this aim. Your program may be able to help us as we begin to gradually
}uplelent the Master Plan. . ; . ' )

- c‘ "" -
Thanks very much for sharing this px‘ggran information with us.

“ %mcerely .

WR: DPG . - LN
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Dr. Gorelick ¢

e

-

4Ro

bert Flé;cher Building
1181 Portage Avenue
Winnipeg: Manitoba,
R

May 9, 1974

P

.

sCalifornia State University
Northr.idge- "

T8111 Nordhoff Street . ., .
.Northridge, California s, . . ’
91324 ‘

o - R 4 L

<

B ;5% * “

Dear Dr. Gorelick:
. . .

| read with irterest a brief article on your research in the
Report On Education Résearch. “We are examining the vdrjous components .
of special education with:a view to planning.for and implementing mandatory b
legislation., As is often ‘the case, many of our teachers in the Manitaba
Public Schobl system .are unprepared to work withkgggdiaapped children In
the jntegrated classroom even with competant backGp supports. Capsequently,
in-service and pre-service Is of high priority in the successful implementatjon
of mandatory legislation. The plan you have developed for .teaching' teachers
ta teach has a number of aspects that sound good and -l would like to know:
‘more about it, i.e., in what way is the process carried out, what 'is the
time frame, the prerequisite skills (if any), the follow-up and if you've
identified ce}tain special supports that are necessary to the integrated
classroom. C ainly, the Developmental Teacher Comptency Checklist as
well as any othe} infurmation you might dathér. together would be appreclated.

Sincerely,.~ - \
Sharon E. Campbel.l
Economist - Education Planning-

.

N

o
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| .
For Child Development and Educationad Therapy
June 10, 1974 T T
’ Ms. MolLl} Gorelick, Ed.D. -~ . S :
California State Umiversity, Northridge ’
Pre-School Lab Project - .
18111 Nordhoff Street ' -
Northridge, Caltiformia 91324
. . KR o . 14 P P
Dear Dr. Gorelick:
Your pamphlet titled "Preschools ‘WiZZing to Intdgrate Children with Handicaps" .
has been extremely helpful to us both in referring families who call we .
wanting a program and for finding schools for children who for one reas
or another have to leave our program.
. ,
I spoke on the telephone to your seeretary and requested that she send
Villa E®peranze in Pasadena a copy of the pamphlet. I alsc requested five v
. additional coptes for members on our staff who frequently make referrals
. to families. e . " :

I realize that theﬂdemmidgf‘@r the pamphlets has been great and that yowr
supply is limited, If you cannot sypply us with as mapy as five more ecpies,
we will eertainly widerstand and appreciate what ts available.

L]

L) : Stneerely,

~ Arlene Rich ./‘1“/
Educational Therapist ° .
Handicapped Children's
Early Education Program
|

)
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Douglas~Cherokee Head Start “, -
City’Education Building ’
Alcoa, Tennessec 37701 =

April 18, 1974 S .

Dr. Molly® C. Gorellck v -
California State UanGPSity, Northrldge
18111 Nordhoff Sireet ]

Northridgey California 91324

]

Dear Dr.. Gorelick:

.
1 4

As Staff Development Coordinator of the seven-county Head
Start Program here in East Tennessee, I would like to request
that you send us further information regarding the training
t00ls mentioned in the March 27, 1974 issue of Report on
Education of the Disadvantaged — specifically the fllm,

"A Child Is A Child"” and the Developmental Teacher Competency
Checklist. .

We are trying to gedr up to quality performance in our
efforts to mainestream handicapped chi1d§en in our Head Start
Program, and I am hopeful that your tools might prove useful
during our pre-service training efforts in August and September.

Thankgs for your efforts in this field, 'and additional thanks

for your atiention to this request. ‘
. - ‘
Sincerely,
V4
. ' , /’(’ y <
i ’ \'u ‘ '/ I Lt e £
- Kaye Davis

Assistant Director
Douglas—Cherokeg Head Start

230 . TP




CHARD M. CLOWES, Supaerintendent

.

- [~
t

August 20, 1974 . B

Molly C. Gorelick, Doctor of Education

Preschool Project Direttor S
"Career and Integrated Early Childhood Programs”
Home Economics Department

.California State University, Northridge
Northridge, California 91324 - -

K

N Lgar Dr. Gorelick: _‘
I would appreciate 1t 1f you would forward a copy of the directory identi-
fying preschools which integrate children with handicaps.

[ intend to use it in my role as a school psychologist as well as a model for
proposing a.similar resource -n the different. geographic locations 1n
- * §

! Los Angeles County. . -

=~
CoL S 1 .
Thank you for your cooperation and matefial in this matter.
+

Sincerely yours,

2

- EAN
’

4y 7
- // v {\ s
” 14

3

Wylid T: Captain, st&holog;st

S

- B S
’- ¥
(‘s oot

Diagnostic Educafjon Team .
[anguage Insorders . |
Divigion of Special Education 7 |
WTC3d |
Y [4
Y
A g
LOS AMNGELES COUNTY EDUCATION CENTER « (213) 9226111 ay
QUi EAST IMPERIAL HIGHWAY - DOWNEY. CALIFORMIA 90242 e Vo

ERIC ‘\ { 2l
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I : "1l INTERNATIONAL CONGRESS ON SPECIAL EDUCATION -
g : 11, CONGRESO INTERNACIONAL PARA LA EDUCACION ESPECIAL

EASE

' .
MADRID (ESPANA), 25-28 JUNIO 1974 ' , |

-

4

‘»

.

Presidente del Comité Ejecutivo

" Dear Dr. Gorelick, o :

.,6% of any further he}p‘to you ddn't hcasitate to write me.

MARIA SORIANO

Oria, 1, A ‘ Madrid, July 3, 1974.
Tifs. 26104 21 ! C L “
MADRID-2 ) .
\\‘ - *
Dr. Molly Gorelick . -\ i

600 June Street -
Los Angles, ‘Calif. 90004
U.5.A.

1

[

I hereby toke the opportunity to thank you -for having sent us
tHe very intéresting film, "A Child is a Child,“ which'Prof Eloisa

o

Lorenzo handed over to.us, vy
It was éhown during the Congress herc in Madrid with great ,W
succéss} and peopr showed grebt'interest in the subject. .

.

bl

The Conqress, I think, can be called a great success with around
2,000 people a551sting, and I think it was a freat opportunity for
‘collegucs from all over thé world to mect and discuss,this SO impor-
tant theme. - - - e :

) I - T,
Onee again I want to thank'yeu, and please notice that if I can

B

Yours sincercly,




- ‘ .AEQendiﬁrH
o . © ' \ . ‘
. . . CONFERENCES AND LECTURES . ‘
Date L Conference. - Topic . Location
B March 1972 Americhn Association Film Festival University »
.on Mental Def1c1ency Seminar. - . of*Southern .. 7
Regloﬁ IT - USC B California - !
L L Los Angeles
1971-1972 McDonnel School . "T011et Training East Los
| . for the Handlcapped the Retarded " Angeles
( . (lecture) , )
. | Stoner‘Elementary . "Ind1v1duallzlng West Los
School {lecture?) Instruction " Ange'les

»

Cooperative Preschool ;”Understanding Glendale
of -Glendale Methodist Differences in

“School (lecture) . Abilinies."
, ~ Spring Caravan - ~ "The Preschool Preschool-
- ‘ Southern CAlifognia Laboratory and Laboratory; )
) ” Association for the Setting,. " California
Education of Young o State Uni-
Children”™ (SCAEYC) _ versity,
. . : Northridge
California -State Member of audit California
" College - San Jose team Title VI State Uni-
. & _ Cdliforpia State Prciects for versity, San
o College - Fullerton trainding ° - Jose.
SR S ‘ s teachers of TMR California
: > . . . State .Uni-
’ . _ versity,
> ' : Fullerton.
] « August- A International Y ri'm &Eidy Mom, - Tokyo, Japan
: Do 1972 ., -1 cobngress of Are You?" - -
C . ' ’ Psychology *
September National Rehabilita-  'University Puerto Rico
1972 - tion -Association Students' Atti- -
) tudes Toward
V ’ the Mentally
- : c Retarded: A
’ - Decade After

Kennedy."

iy
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Notember
1972

January
1973

‘January

1973 .

January
1973

¥ February
+ 1973

. ¢
J
March
1973 ,
: April 6- 7
1 1973 -

April 22-28,
1973

..

May 28-30,
- 1973

Conference

- P

s .

&

‘American Association

on Mental Defitiency
1%

[

Teachers of

1}

- @

"

Topic 3=

"Drugs for the

- Special Student-

Facts and Fal-
lacies." :

. "Educationally

Individualized ‘\Handicapped."
Learning (TOIL) \

Center for Training,
in Community Psy-
chiatry

g e T

California State
Psychological Assn.

California Assn.
for the Education
of Young Children

A Teachlng__a’

L arning Para-
digm in Counsel-
Parents of

"Is\There a

Consensus in
Univdrsity Stu-

3
bakﬂand
b

ioéation

Unrversaty of
California at
Los Angeles

Loé Angeles
City High
School S

/Lés_Angeleé

&
KA
[

dents\% Course )
Expectations?" T
"Integration of kos Angeles b,
Chil with - -
Handxcap into the .

Normal Pregschool.

American Association
on Mental Deficiency-
University of
Southern California

American Association
on Mental Deficiency
Region II

Council for.
Exceptional
Children
(National)

American Association
on Mental Deficiency

(National)

Film Festi
Seminar

Extend knowledge:
in the field.

To disseminate
information about
the project

"Attitudes
Toward the Re-
tarded" paper
presented.
Film: "A Child

Is a Child"

shown.

"
»

..Los Angeles

San Dlego

Atlanta x




- »

Date

September 10,
1973

A

-September -15,
1973 ~.

Septémber 22,
1973 -

November
10,.1973

DecemSer
1973

- Conference

»
Southern California
Resource and Training

Cenper - Head Start

¥

Nat16n31 Rehabilita»
tion Association
(Q@lifornia)

¥

Santa.Barbara -
County Health A

Department

¥+

National Asé ciation

for the Eduéation of
Young Children

4 .%’o‘ .

California Inter-' *
agency Council orr

<Family Planning

December
1973

January 28,
1974

February 15,
1974

Southern California
Association for the
Education of Young
Children, SCAEYC

Caravan.

University of . °
California, Los
Angeles - UCLA
Graduate School of
Education Dean's
Council

¢ ‘
Fourth Interdisci-
plinary Seminar:
Piagetian Theory and
Its Implications for

Topic. “ Location
Paper: ''What's Palm'Springs
in a Label"” and L

- film: "A Child

o

Is a Child"” and
"I'm Ready Mom, Are
You?'" shown, -

Discussion about Long Beach-~
the project and Queen 'Mar’
£ilm: "A Child . .
.Is a Child" shown.

-Conducted work-. Santa Barbara
_shop on Sex .

*Education for

the Mentally

Retarded.

Discussion about Seattle
the projecL and

. film: ™A Child

- Is a Child" shown.

"Sex Education
for the Mentally

San Diego

Retarded".
"What's in a California
Label" and film: State Uni-
."A Child Ig a  versity,
Child" sho¥n. - Northridge
"Integrating University.of
Children, with California,
Handicaps'. Los Angeles
"Classification. Los Angeles
of Concept . usc .
. Representations”v.

the. Helping Professions.

-

235
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Dat ¢

March 1,
1974

. March 1,2,
. 1974

M;rch 22,
1974

-

. April 14-20,

1974

. April 25-28,
~1974 :
Jﬁne 2-8,
1974

November 22,
. 1974

‘December ll
1974

e

L December 13-
. 16,

1974

-

March 7;
l97§

-

¢ "erence
. ,nnl(rtp((

-

“American Asdociat fon

*on Mental Def1C1ency
Reglon II

California Associa-

tion for the
Education o6f Young
Children -
Federation of Pre-
Schodl and Community
Educatibn Centers
Inc. - Head Start
"Broject

Council for

Exceptional Children

Western PsychologlcaI
Association

National Institute -

of Mental Retardation-
- AAMD National

Nationaf Association
for the Education
of Young Children.

Vista Del Mar
Adoption Guild

" (lecture)’

’

President's *Committee

on Mental Retardation.

‘American Association'

on Mental Deficiency
e 236

fa

L ~O‘

Clople .

ment"

Film Festlval

Y

(o (halﬁynn - lLos
of Film Kestival,
1974 FIQm' "A

‘Child Is a chirg"

shown.

"A Chlld IS a i

Child" shown.

)

- "The Child w1th _Los
‘a Handlcap

Film: "A. Chlld
Is a Child" shown.

»

"Teacher Self-
Assessment Proc-
esses: Preparing
Teachers for
Integrated Set-
tings'

New

o

Predlctlng Pre- San
schoolers' -
Activity Choices".

Saﬁ; i

. Local fon -

Aupcles

York .

Fr ncisco

Co-Chairpersoﬁ of Toromto)

Film Theatre

‘Canada \

v Y
4

Cla331f1cat10n Washlngton,

of Concept
Representatlons"
Schema”

e

"Heredity and ! Los

Environment -

‘Important Fac-r

tors in Your -
Child's Develop- ,

.

Part1c1pated 1n

San
Group Seminar, ‘

*u

Seminar. . usc

.

D.C.

i -

Angeles .-

oo

A .

Francisco "~

Los Angeles,

#4

@



6

Date
March 7,
1975
April .2,
1975
April 24,
1975 '
May 18-23,
2975

-

04/4

Conference

California State
Psycholopical Assn.
and California Assn.
of School Psycholo-
gists and Psychome-.
trists o

Pac1f1c Oaks Colleye
(lecture)

S—

Council for Excep-.
t10nal Chlldren

Americén Association
on Mental Deficiency

. g
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Appendix I
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VITAE :

Gertrude Wood

* a

Ed.D., Univers{ty of Southern California, £§50.a
Los Angeles County Supefintendent of Schools Office (Retired)
. Ten years coBrdinating the Child and Youth Study Program.
Six years Chairman of IntérLDepartmental Committee on Early‘
Childhood Education. . " e
Six years coop&inating programs for Gifted children and” -
ydﬁth. . L -
Coordinator_ (Director) of ‘five annual conferences on Early
Childhood Educatipn. 4 v ”
Unive§§ityvteaéhi%g: Unijgfsity of Southern Califqrﬁia;
‘ University of Califgrnia, Los Angeles;
. ) University of Maryland. o
Currently fréé‘lancévcdnsuitant to public and private schools

s »and to universittes.
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e CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY gHILDhOOp ?ROGRAMS e

California State University, Northridge -

-

' PROJECT EVALUATION FORM
Gertrude Wood, Ed:D. b - -

. &

Flease write your evaluation under each Project-Objective.

s ., ’ e LS B -~

I. Establish and develop new careers positions for students whose terminal.
degree would be the baccalaureate or masters. - Provide letters of completion
of ‘training for Antegrated preschool positions as follows: a) Clinical
Director; - b) Bevelopmental Teacher; - c¢)- Detelopmental Assistant;

“ d) Student Aide. - ; . -
Students were interviewed representing various car®er poaitions, or
levels of career preparation.

~a) Child development majors, recreation majors, graduate students who

had compléted 1-2-or 3 semesters in the Project Program and sérved
as aides.
‘b) Advanced Proaect trainees with majors in child developmént and

. psyehology who were serving as developmental assistant teachers.

c) Former trainees of the project who are employed in public schools as
preschool or early childhood teachers and as developmental teachers
in child care centers. .

The coré training program will provide knowledge and competency in:
7‘It Understanding differences in the growth and development of preschool
children in cognitive, motor and affective domains.

In interviews w1th theqemployers of former trainees of the project,
all agreed that this group had remarkable understanding of individual
cildren, use of .equipment and materials, how to plan envirommental
. "set-ups" but need-.further help in vorking with groups of children.
Employers, were- very impressed with the comprehensive understanding
of individual children, in their "caring" attitudes toward all
children (handicapped and normal) and in the superior skills they
- bad in working with parents.
. Former trainees who, were interviewed and are now employed in public
. and private eariy childhood education schools, child care centers,
. and .nursery schools expressed the feelings of confidence in their
# - understanding the children with whom they worked. However, they
Yo felt a need for some type,of "advanced seminar"” to help them cope
o with practical problems faced in thelr new positions away from the . o
.. - more ideal training situation of the project - e.g., (1) how to
maintain their idealism, (2) how to apply their knowledge &nd skills
which may be beyond "real life' working situations, (3) more training

in working with parents, \\(h) how to bring in specialists and
resource people that were nou“readily avalldable at the project tralning
center.
.o o B o
° . ) / "‘0 ¢
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2. Bmploying standardized measures and designing clinical i.nstruxnénta
for uscssing pre- and post-intervention behaviors. .

Beginning a.nd advanced students(traineea) discuased thei.r knowledge .
and use of clinical instrumenta. for assessing fieeds and characteristics
of c’hildren. It appeared from their couinents, aspecialists usually

o . administered tests and assessment instruments and the meaning and: -
. . ‘interpretation of such information wasgained through staff mceti.ngs
- f. and lab sessions at the project center. Since none of the employed

former trainees mentioned these techniques, but did state the need .
for knowing more. about obtaining smervices of specialists, the training
program might bring more emphasis on which techniques can properly )
. be used by teachers and how specialized help can be obtained.

. Constructing behavioral objectives for groups and individual children.

. Prescribing appropriate learning opportunities for groups and individual .
children.

. ~Changing presm-iptions based on systematic’ assesgment. -

. Designing innovative materials and methods for use with preschool
children of varyi.ng abilities. .

LT 'Mainta.ini.ng adequate records. o A s

oV EW

? 5
COuxprehensive recorda are maintained i’or each child in the Lab Preschool
Trainees frequently referred to specialized and informal records,

v standardized tests(Binet, Peabody, Denver Developmental Scale, etc.),

in their project training in understanding -and learning to appreciate’
the differences and similarities of children both normal and handicapped.
~ No specific mention was made by trainees rega.rding constructing
‘behavioral ob,jecti*ves , but this could have been dye to.the evniuntors o
not asking specific questions:regarding this. h
The attitudes- of the tra.inees and former trainees-reflected a tota.l
and holistic view of children as individuals, of course this is always
* a question in any type of teacher education. how a.rticulate are teachers
and. others in specifying the q.yproaches to the .study of children to -

. . théir application to "prescriptions'.

Through daily staff .conferences Jfocusgd upon chi_ldren, trainees are
learning how best to plan(prescribe) and re-assess(change prescriptions)
programs and methods needed by children. Much emphasis.seems to be

p]:a.ced on these significant professional techniques in the tra.ining ST

project. i )
'; ’ : In observing the pro.jcct preschool i’aci_lities , there )s much evidence S
of innovative materials’ and methods and reflected knowledge of ow

indivisdual differences among young children as learners. e *

8. Budgeting and purchasing pax*aimoniou.sly for the program.

LY

There was no opportunity to study and rev;lev the .budget. However,

,; . as was indicated above, innovative materials and equipment-were “

@ ' obgserved in the preschool facilities. .Most were made by trainees,

- . staff or parents and were obviously deSigned to meet the néeds of
..t the various types of childrén who attend the school. The facilities

are attractive and functional. ,




II. 'Extend‘ and utilize 'ex:lsting ‘on- and off-campus resources in the training

ll

v

-

-4

v staff meetings offered by the project center.

' 9, Conducting parent confercnces end involving parenti in the program.

"Parents as vell as advanced trainees discussed the many ways .
parents aré involved in the program. Parents are free to come

. to the school at any time rather than on a scheduled basis.
Trainees get to know the parents as they bring and pick up thelr
children. Some parents are students at the University and are
Able to have more frequent contact with the staff apd trainees.
A'parent group meets monthly with discussions by specialists,
activities for parents to help in the school program, socials,
etc. A formal Aga;snt{‘conference with teachers and tralnees
are held once & month. Parents reported they learned what to
. look for in good schools for their children.

10. Interpreting the goals of the program to the on- and off-campusg

community. : : i

Parents and trainees expressed the need for greater visibility

for the project. Parents and trainees seem to learn about the °
preschool through university announcements, newspaper articles, .
and professors teaching in other departments. This is often true
for: new and experimental programs and it is difficult to predict
“the values of over-expesure. . s ~

4

%

for new careers. Lo

-

1. Enrich training through utilization of various department faculties
, .. and resources. S :
A1l trainees and former trainees discussed the many lectures,
discussions, 1ab sessions, and class meetings with faculty members
from othier departments of the university. - Psychology, Speech,
Recreation, Home Economics, Music, Art, Physical Education. Sich
... contacts were appreciated but there seemed to be a general feeling
that, theoretical materials brought through these contacts were not.
" as realistically helpful as were the curriculum 1ab and regular
Again; this frequent
controversy of “theory Into/vs. practice”. -

Tl;;: great value of speclalists and resource persofis in assessing
© and demonstrating techniques with children was most frequently
expressed by all persons we interviewed. ‘

)

- 2. Provide rield eipez“ie,nces to on;- and off-campus dvay.ca-re centers,-
. private and public preschools and clinics. . )

The field experié;xees gained by a.ssigmnéntaﬂ to on- and off-campus

childrens centers‘was again one of the ‘most frequently and positively

merition’eti' . -

" -'j. Utflize the on-campus multi-media audfo-visual department.

Use of video-taping of working with the children vas highly rated
_in both greater understanding of children and for trainee gelf-
appraisal. 241 ‘
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ITI. Eromote positive Accepting attitudes .in college students (who will
' be entering various professions) toward the retarded and- children
with developmental lags in non-segregated programs.

7

This was not discussed in the interviews, however, frequent statements
. were madé by trainees and parents that all persons working in this
: : integrated preschool developed greater feelings of understanding of
: ‘all types of children, that any negative feellngs toward handicapped
f . children that may have existed were no longer present. Trainees, -
former trainees and directors of preschools and child care centers .
: ~ agreed that not more than'3 handicapped children per 18 or 20 be placed
. - .} 1n an integrated classroom and that a g’tid of one adult: to five children
was needed plus a full range of specialist services. ,

IV. Conduct in-service tra.‘ining programs “for resident starf; public and .- \
private preschool teachers and administrators. .

: This area was.most frequehtly mentioned by all interviewees. All
agreed that the inservice training programs were the most helpful of
all other aspects of the gram. Inservice activities discussed
) ~ were: the currjculum lab;: d4ily and weekly-staff meetings; assigusents
L as participating observérs to_the preschool site, to other schools,
" child care centers, etc.; mon%h;y parent group ieetings; and close
contact with project staff and specialists who came to work with or
~test the children. S | B
. One interesting suggdestion was made that an advanced seminar be
o arranged for former trainees who are now employed. Such seminars could
. focus on"so-called" practical problems these people meet when first =
employed in "outside" schools-.and centers and could encourage further

study and professional growth. L : e
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P . VITAE - .

Eddie H. Williams, Ed.D. :

Associate Professor-- School of Education
Chairman, Department of Special Education
University of Southern California

»

-

Experience:

,  University professor - seven years
' (8pecial Education and~Child Development)

Director of Speech and Language Clinic - one year
Public School Teacher: . ' -

Primary (K-3) EMR -  two years
Intermediate- (6-8) EMR - two years
Educationally Handicapped - one year.
Regular Classroom’ - four years

.

Both gradudte degrees in Mental Retardation - Minors in.—
. Measurement. ’ .
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CAREERS IN INTEGRATED EARLY CHILDHOOD PROGRAMS
\ California State University, Northridge

N 4

PROJECT EVALUATION FORM ..

4
Please write your evaluation under each Project Objective.
q - ?),\ ) - N

I. Establish and develop new career&\positions for students whose terminal .-
degree would be the baccalaureate or masters. ‘Provide letters of completion
of training for integrated preschool positions as follows: a) Clinical®
Digzctor; b) Developmental Teacher; c¢) Developmental Assistant; d) -Student
Aide. :

1 4
&

Interviews with trainees, former trainees, and employers
indicate that this objective has been met for-all four

positions.

/
The core training pfbgram will provide knowledge and competency in:

‘1. Understanding differences in the growth and development of preschool
children in cognitive, motor and affective domains.

The employers volunteered several statements indicatins
. that former trainees were’ particularly competent in
recognizing individual differeneces in cognitive, motor,
and affective development in children. This .concept
appeared to be integrated into -every activity within the
program and has been well mastered by the trainees.

.
. -

L)

= &

2. Employing standardized measures and designing clinical instruments for °
-assessing pre- and post-intervention behaviors.

-. The procedures utilized for assessment were well defined -
inteérviews with personnel and trainees indicated that
~ assessment was svstematic and resulted 1in.individuallzed
#= programs. - : ’ . -

i
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. “ )




s
-~
'

3. Constructing behavioral objectives for groups and individual “children.

. : a \
The interviews indlcated a stronger emphasls. upon

- individual rather than groups in regard to behavioral
objectives. There-appeared to be a stronger emphasis
on experiential sejuences for specific developmental’
characterisitcs rather than a pure behavioristic

-~ approach; however the tralnees were knowledseable
regarding behavioral objectives and reinforcement
‘‘theory and related this to some approachev used with
children with developmental lags.

4., Prescribing appropriate learning opportunltles for groups and 1nd1v1dual
duldnxl

The progsram was rated outstanding in this regard.
Numerous examples were cited to substaniate thls -
many included s$pecifics relating to exceptional
(gifted and handicapped) children.

[N

>

5. Changing prescriptions based on systematic assessmciit.

The daily staff meetings were viewed as an excellent
modality for systematically individualizing rograms.
This was also an excéllent learning experlence for

. trainees and was viewed by them as being one of the
- strengths of the program.

. K -
6. Designing immovative materials and methods for use with preschooL
children of varying abilities. .

Input from all 1nterv1ews indicated that the curfic i
mlab contributed significantly to the over-all eYFEctiveness oa

of the program. lethods and materials were innovative

but additionally were theoretically -sound and conducive

to«developmental approaches of learnlnz.

L]

L3 T WAy
L4

© 7. Maintdining adequate records. P ) : ‘ ,_ B

Excellent systems of, record keeplng as well as
statistical treatment of data are employed. : ne
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II.

8.

9.

10.°

4

Budgcting and purchaeing parsﬁmoniously for the program. - LT

Well defined. clear, precise.,

‘The use, care, maintanence af materials. supplies, etc.

was outstandings. Innovative uses of many inexpensive g'
items in the learninp enviroq@fnt was apparent. s

.

«

-

" Conducting parent ccnfefenées and invblving parents in the program. °

Interviews with parent -groups were positive. Parents
conduct their own organization and function as a T
support group. Excellent involvement of trainees &
iri parent conferences. . N

3

Interpreting the goals of the program to the -on-.and off-cangus commmity.

The trainees felt a need for a stronmei liason between
the Center and other departments within the University.

The parents indicated that press coverage in the
community and in Los Angelee in general had beeﬁ
excellent.

il ' '

&

’Extend and utilize existing on- and off-campus resources in the training for
new careers. - X

e .

1. Enrich training through utilizatlon of various. department faculties and

resources. . . . -

The trainees indicated that more specialized instruction..
Fuest lectures, workshops, -etc. from other departments °
in the.: Univercitv and outside agencies would increase
Lrheir competence in working with -handicapped children.
-They felt that more information on communitv resoureces,
and child advocacv would be helpful. , :

L

Ed »

R The cpeciah invtruction from University departmentq

dealing with, Speech and Hearing. Art, -Music,; Phvsgtcal
Education were evaluated as emcellent.

. B .
* “
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o e Provide‘field.experiences.co on- and off—canbﬁsﬁday care -centers,
private and public preschools and clinics. -

These were e#aluated by‘thé trainees as. being excellent
experiences. Many indicated a need for more visitations
and fleld experlences. A

P 2

.. 3. Utilize the on-campus multi-media audio-visual department.

Excellent utilization of these resources. The
self-evaluation through video taping was a
succesgful training procedure. The over-all
use of multi-media was exemplary. ,

o

|

I1I. Prooote positive acgeﬁt' attitudes in college students (who will
be entering various professions) toward the retarded and children with
developmerital lags in non-segregated programs.

Excellent opportunities are afforded-the emtire
University for observing and participating in a-
non-categorical preschool program. Observation
facilities are well designed and .allow for this
kind of learning to occur with nd’interruption
to the learning environment.

\1

IV. Conduct in-service training programs for resident staff; public and
private preschool teachers and administrators. ) ‘

Bty

. In-service training was evaluated as very effectlive
by trajnees and personriel as well as administrators
and staff from other preschool programs.

Training in individual assessment and innovatlive
curricular design was rated as outstanding.




V. Demonstrate the use of methods for insuring on-going open comunication
. between schook, home and commumity. e
» The intergction among parents, trainees, and personn€el
was very positive and open. This was evaluated as
a strong component .pf the program. :
‘ p P S .-L3€ P Pf
. A )
4., 4 '
: ‘ ad ’ ‘4
* o E )
4 ' oA ’ Y ’ \ -. . .;z '
VI. Follow up~of former trainees and project children. : .
e - -
A dystematlcally designed follow-up techhique has
be employed.-.
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