
1.0 11128 '11111.51 -= 1

2!2
36

4 0

11 2.0

1.4 II .6

MICROCOPY HE '7,01lIf If)N US! CHAR! \,



DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 168 238 EC 113 810

TITLE Evaluation of the Process of Mainstreaming
Handicapped Children-Into Project Head Start. Phase
II Interim Report.

INSTITUTION Applied Management Sciences, Inc., Silver Spring,
Md:

SPONS AGENCY. Administration for Children, Youth, and Families
(DHEW), Washington, D.C.

PUB DATE 24 Mar. 78
CONTRACT 103 -76 -1113
.NOTE 290p.; Print is marginal and may not reproduce well;

For related documents,, see EC 113 808-811

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

-IDENTIFIERS
/

ABSTRACT .
.

.

The document presents the interim report-for Phase II
cf:a. study to determine low services provided by Project'. ead Start
programs impact handicapped-preschool children.. The report ammarizes
the baseline data obtained and identifies the key methodological
issues for consideration in-the final data analysis effort. Theme,
instrumentation and methodology are reviewed, a preliminary.atialysis,_
of baseline.findings is presented,' pretreatment conditions are
doCumented, and certain methodological ,issues are clarified for the
analysiSpIan. In addition to comparing handitapped,children's
progress in Head Start and other programs with a -small sample of
unserved children', the study also focuses on involvement with Head
Start as-it affects. parent and teacher attitudes. A description of
the sample is presented, and instrumentation issues are discussed,
including the Alpern -Boll Developmental Profile and measures of
attitude towards mainstreaming of the handicapped. Group differences
considered include personal characteristics of the child, attitudes
and ,L.'haracteristics of the child's family, attitudes and
characteristics of the teachers, characteristics ofthe.programs, and

:tlassroom..integration. Data collection procedures, instruments,
frequency tables for demographic data, and the -Duncan Socio Economic
Index are appended.- (DLS)

----

MF01/PC12 Plus Postage.
*Handicapped Children; *Mainstreaming; Methods;
Parent Attitudes; Preschool Education; *Preschool
'Programs; Teacher Attitudes
*Project Head Start

4********************************************************************
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the original document. *

*****************#****************************************************.. _



CO
rei .G-93

CN1

CO
EVALUATION OF THE PROCESS OF

MAINSTREAMING HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
INTO PROJECT HEAD START

PHASE II INTERIM REPORT

March 24, 1978

Prepared for:

U S DEPARTMENT OF.NEALTH.
EDUCATION 1 WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POI ICY

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Administration for Children, Youth and Families
Office of Human.bevelopment

Department of Health, ,Education and Welfare

Contract No. HEW 103-76-1113

The conclusions presented in this report are those
of the Contractor and do not necessarily reflect
the views of the U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare or any other agency of
government.



AUTHORS

John R. Rader

Suzanne Thouvenelle

Ronald J. Vogel

Sidonie Davis

APPLIED MANAGEMENT SCIENCES, INC.

KEY.PROJECT STAFF

Steven Frankel, Program Executive,

Ronald J. Vogel, Project Director

Suzanne Thquveuelle

John R. Rader

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN, YOUTH AND FAMILIES

PROJECT OFFICER

Barbara Bates



AUTHORS

John R. Rader

Suzanne Thouvenelle

Ronald J. Vogel

Sidonie Davis

APPLIED MANAGEMENT SCIENCES, INC.

KEY PROJECT STAFF

Steven -Frankel, Program Executive

Ronald J. Vogel, Project Director

Suzanne Thouvenelle

John R. Rader

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN, YOUTH AND. FAMILIES

PROJECT-OFFICER

Barbara Bates"

962 Wayne Aventie Suite 701 Silver Spring, Mar Viand 20910

Telephone 301. 585-8181

4



Acknowledgements

The authors of this report would like to acknowledge the con-
tribution made by the many people who were involved in the develop-
ment and conduct of this study.

First-and-foremost, we would like to thank Mr. Raymond Collins,
Chief of the Program Development arid Innovation Branch of ACYF, and
the members of his staff, particularly Dr. Jerry Lapides, Dr. Linda

iRandolph-, and Dr. PaMela Coughlin for their -very substantial input
during the development of the data collection instruments. Similar
recognition is owed to our Project Officer, Barbara Bates, and to
Mr. Dennis Deloria from ACYF's Division of Research, Demonstration)
and Evaluation.

Our Advisory Committee provided useful input concerning study
issues to be addressed and the potential pitfalls of our preliminary
data collection strategy. Members of this committee included Ms. Ann
Sanford; Dr:. Robert Clayton, Dr. Aaron Favors, Dr. Jean Hebeler,
Dr. Thomas Finch and Dr. Winston 'Cochran.

Additionally, we would like to thank Dr. Jane Stallings and
Ms, Kathy Pope of SRI International, Ms. Rusty Booth, and Dr.
Elizabeth Prescott for their assistance and guidance in the training
and use of the Prescott-SRI Child Observation System. It has been
a pleasure for us to work with such committed' professionals.

We would also like to thank the many,employees of Applied
Management Sciences who participated in orwho otherwise contributed.
to this study. Especially noteworthy are our field
viewers_ who_demohstra-ted-a ILighdWg-Y-6-6-61 commitment to the data
collection activities. At every stage of this study, review and
guidance were continually provided by Dr. Todd Tucker and Martin
Bloom, President and Senirr Vice-President, respectively, of Applied
Management Sciences.

Finally, we would like to thank the directors and staff of the
Head Start and non-Head Start Programs that participated in the
study sample. This study required much of their time and energy,
and we sincerely appreciate their cooperation in every phase of the
data collection effort.



Chapter

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

1 Introduction

Study Background.

Purpose of the Interim Technical Report

1.1

1.1

Methodology 1.3

Instrumentation.Issues 1.8

Identification of Group Differences 1.9

Overview of Sample 1.10

Summary 1.12

Description of Sample .....
Program Sample 2.1

Planned Sample 2.2

Non-Served Sample 2.3

Subsamples

3 Instrumentation Issues 3.1

Alpern-Boll . ... 3.1

Measures of Attitude Towards Mainstreaming
the Handicapped 3.12

Parent Interview Schedule 3.13.

Teacher Attitudes and Opinions Interview . . 3.16

Group Differences 4.1

Introduction 4.1

Personal Characteristics of the Child 4.5

Descriptive and Static Information (Indepen
dent Variables) 4.5

Previous Enrollments in Other Programs . . . 4.10

Descriptive and Dynamic Information (Depen-
dent. Variables) : Developmental Status . . 4.13



Chapter

TABLE OF CONTENTS, (Continued)

Attitudes and Characteristics of the Child's
Family

Demographic Characteristics of the Family .

Page

4.27

. 4.27

Parent and Child Interaction 4.37

Attitude Towards Mainstreaming 4.37.

Attitudes and Values Concerning Education . 4.39

Summary and Recommendations 4.42

Attitudes and Characteristics of the Teachers . 4.43

Demographic Characteristics 4.44

Class enrollment 4.48

Attitudes and Values-of Teachers 4.51'

Schaefer. Teacher Inventory 4.51

Schaefer Teacher Perception of Center
Environment 4.52

Attitudes Towards Mainstreaming 4,54

Summary and Recommendations 4.57

Characteristics of Programs 4.58

Characteristics of Programs 4.58

_Adjunctive Program Variables 4.65

Summary andRecommendations 4.69

Classroom Integration 4.71

Description of the Prescott-SRI Child_
Observation Sy'Stdin 4.71

Issues of Data Analysis and Reduction ..4.74,

Subsample of-"Normal" Children 4.75

Data Reduction 4.75

Differences Between Programs 4.78



TABLE OF CONTENTS (Continued)

Chapter Page

Interrater Reliability of the Prescott-SRI
Child Observation System 4.89

Summary and Conclusions 4.90

5 WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS 5.1

6 SUIs44ARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 6.1.

APPENDIX OF TABLES A.1

APPENDIX I -.Data ColleCtion Procedures A.10

APPENDIX II Instruments A 28

APPENDIX III Freggency Tables for Deiographic Data A.97

APPENDIX IV Duncan Socio Economic Index A.112

; ; ;



Figure

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Pretest/Postet Study Design

Page

1.3

1.2 Structural FramewOrk for Phase II Analysis 1.7

3.1 Scatterplot of a Moderately High Correlation for
Two Measures 3.4

3.2 Inset for Restricted Range of 60 to '80 Showing
"New" Scatterplot 3.5

4.2 Graph of Occupational Status for Respondents . 4.30

4.2 Graph of Occupational Status for' Respondent's Spouse 4.31

iv



Table

2.1

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Distribution of Sample for Program Type and
Handicapping Condition

3.1 Alpern-Boll and LAP-D Correlations

Page

2 6

3 3

3.2 Range of Scores for Alpern-Boll and LAP-D . . 3.7

3.3 CorreiatiOn Coefficients'for.the Alpern-Boll
Developmental Profile Parent Administered. Form
and Teacher Administered Short Form . 3 10

3.4 Pearson Product -Moment Correlation Coefficients for
Items and Total Score 'on the Parent Interview
Schedule 3 13

3.5 Second Order Correlation Coefficients for Items With
the Total Score. on the Parent Interview Schedule
Controlling for Parent Attitudes Toward, the Specific
Program 3 15,

3i.6 Questionnaire Items for the Teacher Attitudes and
Opinions Interview 3'16

3.7 Pearson Product-Moment 1Correlations for the Teacher
Attitudes and Opinions Interview 3.17

3.8 Measures of Distribution for-the Teacher Attitudes
and Opinions Intervie i.18

4.1 Distribution of Sample for Program Type and'Handi-
capping. Condition 4 '6

2 Distribution of Handicapping Condition by-Severity
of Handicap . . ... . ....... 4.8

4.3 Distribution of Program Type by Sex of Child . . . . 4.9

4.4 Distribution of Handicapping Condition by Sex of
Child 4 9

4.5 Distribution of Program Type by-Birth Order of the
Handicapped Child 4.11

4.6 Distribution of Program Type by Enrollment in.
Previous Program . . . . . . . .. . ... - ..... 4.12

4.7 Distribution of Program Type by Years of Enrollment
in a Previous Program 4 1.3

V

if)



LIST OF ILLUSTkATIONS (Continued)

Table Page

4;8 Mean Developmental AE-;s by Program Type for the
Handicapping CondiAi.n of Visually Impaired . . . .-4.15

4.9 Mean Developmen4,11 Ages -oy Program Type for the
Handicapping Coll,ition of Blind 4.16

4.10 Mean Developmental Ages by Program Type for the
Handicapping Condition Hearing Impaired 4.17

4.11 Mean Developmental Ages oy Program Type for the
4.18Handicapping Condition of Deaf

.4.12 Mean. Developmental Ages by Program Type for he
Handicapping Condition of Physically Handicapped . 4.19

4.13 Mean Developmental Ages by Program type for the
Handicapping Condition of Health or Developmentally
Impaired 4.21.

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

4.18

4.19

4.20

4.21

4.22

Mean Developme tal Ages by. Pibgram Type for the
_Handicapping C ndition of MentaLly. Retarded 4.22

. .

.
.

Mean Developmen:Atal Ages by Program Type for the
Handicapping Condition of Speech Impaired 4.24

, \

.Mean Developmental-Ages- by Program Type for the
Handicapping Condition of Specific .Le9ing"Diability 4.24.

. . .

,

Mean. Developmental Ages by Program Type for the
Handicapping Condition '6f Seriously Emotionally Dis.--
turbed . . . . -.- . , ,

i 4.25.

MeanDevelopmenal Ages of Non7Served for all
Handicapping Conditions 4.26

Distribution of Program Type by Level Of-Family
Incothe 4.50

Ditribution of Respondent OcClipaional Status by ',
Program,Type- . . . .. 4.-3 2

DistributitIn of Occupation. Status Respondent
Spouse by Program Type .. : :' . -... . A , . 4.33

Distribution of Program:iType by Level of :Parent
Education 4.34



Table

4.23

4.24

.25

4.26

4.27

4:28

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS (Continued)

Distribution of Program type-by Siblings with
Handicaps..... ... .... - .. ._ .. .. ..

Presence of Otner Children in,the Family by Program
Type . . . , . . . . . . : .. , . .... 4.36

Discriminate Function for Deaographic Characteristics
of. the Family ..... . , .. . ..... ...;-,4.38

.Mean Scores on Attitude Towards. Mainstreaming by
Handicapping Condition and Program Type: for Main
streamed Children only . , . . .... ... . '.'. . 4:40

.....

5

Group Means for Parent Attitudes and Values About
Education by Program Type 4.42

Discriminate Function -fc)i.Attitudes/Values of the
'Parent Respondent . . . . , , ..... r. 4.43

4.29 \Distribution of-Program Type by Education Level of
Teacher . . 4146

,.. .. . .. .- :.

. .i. _
\

4.30 DiStribution of PrograM Type and Speeialization Areas I

for College Graduates / 4/.47

4.31 Distribution of Program Type by.Teacher Certification 4.48

4.32 Distribution of Program Type by Type of Prior
Experience with, Handicapped Children for Teachers . . 4.49

4.33 Amount of Previous Experience with Preschool Handi-
capped Children by Program Type

. .. .. 4.49

4.34 Distribution of Program Type by Teacher Salary . . 4.50

4.35 Mean Enrollments for Handicapped and Non - Handicapped
, . . 4.51Children by Program Type, . ..

4.36 Discriminate Function to Predict Type opprogram
Membership for Demographic Characterist4s of
Teachers 4

4.37 Mean Scores on Schaefer Teacher tnventory by Program
Type . .. ........... \. . . . : . . . . 4.54

4 38 Mean Scores-for,the Schaefer Teacher Perception :o_f
Center Envii,onment-by Program Type .. 4.55

vii



Table

4.39

LIST OF ILLUSTRA1 JNS (Continued)

Discriminate Function to Predict Type of Program
Membership for Attitudes /Values -of the Teacher . .

4.40 Mean Scores on Attitude Towards Mainstreaming by
Program Type and Handicapping Condition 4.56

4.41 Mean Scores 6n PerceivedConstraints to Mainstreaming
by Program Type and Handicapping Condition . 4.'58

Page

4..55

4.42

4.43

4.44

4.45

4.46

Per Child Expenditures by Program Type ... . . 4.61

Enrollment Levels by Program Type 4 61

_Handicapped Enrollment Levels by Program Type . . .. 4.62.

Nature of Mains.treaming by Program Type . . . . . . 4 . 6 3

7--. --
Distribution of Program Type by Whe er the Child is
Mainstreated--as Reported by the Teac er . . . . . 4.64

4.47 Distribution of Handicapping Condition by Severity
of.Handicap for. Mainstreamed Compared with Non-
Mainstreamed Children 4 65

4.48 Type of Curriculum by Program Type . . . . . . 4.67

A

4.49 Exte.it of Parent Varticipation by Program Type . . . 4.68

4.5G Programs Employing Staff Exclusively for the Handi-
capped Only 4.68

4.51 Distributidn of Program. Type by Preferred Training
Needs

4.52 Distribution of Program Type and Children Who Receive
Additional Services Beyond Those Provided by the
Program

4.53 Coordination of Services by Program Type . .. ..

4.C:4 Discriminate Functions to Predict Type of Program
Membership for ,SRI Codes. . . . , . . .

4.55 Selected Prescott-SRI Child Codes

4.56 Z* Scores for Prescdtt-SRI Object and Continuity
Code Variables . . ... . . ........ . 4,86

4.57 Z* Scores for Child Activity Code Variables 4 87

4.69

4 70

4.71

4 83

4.85



INTRODUCTION

STUDY BACKGROUND

The Head. Start, Economic Opportunity and Community Partnership
.

Act of 1974 required that theSecretary of the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfareishall report.-to the Congress of the United

States at least annually on the status of handicapped children being

served in Head Start,/their handicapping conditions,-and the nature

of the services being provided. The legiSlation also authorized the.

Secretary to undertake special studies to meet these information
.

needs.

On July 1, 1976, the Office of Child Development, now the

Administration for Children, Youth and Families, DHEW, contracted

with Applied Management Sciences, Inc. foi a two phase research

study to investigate the services provided to handicapped childrpn

enrolled in Project Head Start. Phase I of the, study focused on

the processes of recruitment, screening, diagnosis.-and the provi-

sion of services for handicapped children enrolled in Head Start.

Non-Head Start preschool programs for the handicapped were also

included in this study for comparative purposes.

To complement this information, the second phase of the study

(now.in progress) is, designed to determine how services provided by



Head Start programs impact handicapped children. Again, Head Start

as well as non-Head Start programs are being studied, and (for tis_

phase of .the study) a small group of non-served children

The data collected in this current research effort are to be

used to assess efforts to serve the pre - school handicapped child

and to formulate recommendations on ways :,o improve the effective,

ness of Project Head Start through funding emphasis, technical

assistance, and/or changes in performance guidelines. Information

will alSo be disseminated to..non-Head Start.programs,concerning

Head Start practices that may be particularly effective with Car-

tain:handicapping conditions.

PURPOSE OF THE INTERIM TECHNICAL REPORT

This report summarizes the baseline data obtained for this phase

of the study during Fall 1977 and identifieS the key methodological

issues forconsideration in the final data analysis effort. Spe-

cifically this report provides a review of the instrumentation and

methodology, outlines preliminary analysis of baseline findings,

documents pretreatment conditions, and clarifies.certain methodol-

ogicalissues for the analysis plan.

The impact.of services are:to_be assessed with respect to

three major study questions:

Is the progress of handicapped- children enrolled in
Head Start different from handicapped children re-
ceiving no special services?

1/Non-served handicapped children, for purposes, of this study, are
defined as handcapped children who are not enrolled in a program
where at least two or more services (defined in terms of Head
Start components; social services, education, parent-involveMent,

health services, etc.) are available. The non-served
sample, therefore, includes a few children who are receiving some.
limited.services: 35 percent receive occasional services such as
babysitting; parent training or counseling, and speech therapy
(less than twice weekly); and 13 percent were previously enrolled
in a program for services."

1.2



Within Head Start programs, what variables explain
differential progress among handicapped children?

Do variables that account for developmental progress
among children enrolled in Head Start differ from
those that account for progress among children en-
*rolled in non-Head Start programs?

In addition there are several additional questions that will be

addressed:

To what extent does a handicapped child's involvement
with Head Start affect his/her parents' attitudes and
involvemenf with the child and his/her program of
services?

To what extent does,the Head Start teacher's involvement
withhandicapped children affect his/her attitude toward
mainstreaming and/or handicapped children?

Methodology

To answer these baSic study questions a pretest-posttest

evaluation design, shown in Figdre 1.1, was developed using two

referent comparison groups: non-Head Start programs and a group of

non-served handicapped preschool children.,

Head Start programs

non-Head Start programs

non-served group

PRE TEST TREATMENT POST TEST

A 1/ll measures

All measures

Selected-child-
specific measures

Head Start,

Others

ti No Treatment ...._.Selected

All specified
post test measures

child -
specific measures

FIGURE 1.1: PRETEST/POSTTEST STUDY. DESIGN

All specified pretest measures were administered to both the

Head Start and non-Head Start cases. However, because theY were not

*enrolled in any program, the non-served group, received only the

child specific measures which could be completed by the parent. For

posttest data collection, the non-served group will receiVe tiiie same

measures as used in baseline data collection. Both the Hekd\Start

TheThe specific measures are discussed in detail in Appendix/II

1.3



and non-Head Start respondents will have the same posttest measures

used, however, those pretest measures dealing with static, non-

alterable variables, such as teacher-pupil ratio, program budget,,

etc., will not be reputed.

Of the three groups from which data are.being collected, the

groups do not appear to be equivalent on any of the specified outcome

measures and on some of the demographic characteristics. Because a

superficial inspedtion of each group indicates.differences, the study

design assumes non-equivalent groups. A-major purpose of the

interim Report will be to specify areas of non - equivalence. for the

groups under consideration and to specify procedures for controlling

or correcting these differences. Identifying these areas of non-

,equivalence and the subsequent correction procedures is important

for comparing the groups on any specified variable.

The primary dependent variable used to assess treatment effects

is the growth and development of the child. A child's progress is

defined in terms of developmental progress and increased interaction

withpeand adults. The Administration for Children, Youth and

DHEW.:has detailed five broad types of variables on which

they believe child progress is dependent:

perSonal characteristics-
of the child

developmental status (including
social competency)
t cognitive

social-emotional
4 motoric

self -help
language

primary handicap/
severity level
previous program
experience

chronological age

1 . 4



attitudes and characteris-
tics of the child's family

attitudes and characteris-
tics of the child's teacher

program characteriStics-,

Family characteristics
structure
income
occupation
ethnicity

parent support of
child development

parental attitudes
about mainstreaming/
child's programs

parent educational
and familial values

teacher characteristics
experience
education
training
salary'

attitudes about
mainstreaming/ /

handicapped children

teacher's perceptions
of organizational
support

teacher's educational
values (including per-
ceptions of appropriate
parent roles)

,program size
length of service to

handicapped
Coordinator of handi-

capped services
program, structure
mainstreaming options
funding level
use of community-resources
classroom structure



classroom integration degree of peer/child
interaction

degree of child/staff
interaction

degree of classroom
integration

'Answers to-the study. questions must be explored within the

larger. framework of .reliationships that serve .to explain develop-.

mental changes over the course of a program year. It is. expdtted

that child progress.- can be explained in terms' of the five'groups

of characteristics described above. This general framework of
\

relationships is depicted to Figure 1.2 {page 1.6). This framework.
.isbased on the RFP specified variable construction and suggeSts

I

that de'velopmental.progresS is a function of several. key variable

.categories. However,!thisframework .also suggests that certain:

variable .categories are contingent upon variable categoriesto

their immediate left in this.exhibit.. For example,, it is an kci-,

pated that.developmental progress is dependent upon the degree of

peer/adult classroom .interactionto which a.given-child is exposed.

However, the degree of. peer/adult.. classroom interaction is in

turn largely a function of, the variable sets preceding it.1/1

1/-
The convention of path analysis in Exhibit 1 hai been borrowed.
It is not,' however; intended fOr this exhibit to represent a
complete conceptualization of the causal mechanism at work in
a program's impact/upon child development. This exhibit ignores
non-recursive relationships which obviously would have to be
considered in the issues Under investigation (e.g., staff attitudes
may be as much affected as they in turn affect the degree of
classroom interaction). This model is also static, whereas
Phase II analysis must deal with change in the three sets of
intervening variables (staff attitudes, parent attitudes, and
classroom interaction). However, for purposes of organizing
the data needs for Phase II, this framework represents a use-
ful point of reference.
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FIGURE 1,i: STRUCTURAL nAMBHRK FOR PHASE II ANALYSIS
.

program characteristics

(incbding'Head Start /non-

,Head Start distinction

family characteristics

child characteristics

stuff attitudes, values,

and perceptions

*developeental

progress

degree of peer/adult

classroom interaction

parental attitudes, values,

and perceptions

21



. Instrumentation Issues

Certain attitude measures and alternativ7 test forms require

detailed review in this report. This review provides a descriptive

picture of key variables and also determines measurement idiosyncra-

sies that require statistical considerations in theconduct of the

final analysis. TWo issues, especially require attention.

The first-issue is the use of information based on parent report'

instead of direct functional assessment of the individual child.

Applied Management Sciences has determined that the required time for

administration of the Al enpeveloiTientalProfile, a parent
repdrt measure, is significantly less than similar direct measures

of the individual child (one-half or less).. Therefore, respondent

burden could be decreased and substantial economy could be gained

by using this instrument (rather than a direct functional assessment

of the individual child) as the primary dependent variable. The

Learning Accomplishment Profile Diagnostic edition (LAP-D) was

selected as an individual measure requiring just over one hour to

administer and score. The LAP-D assesses essentially similar areas
jlof social, cognitive, and physical development. Additionally, the

LAP=D was designed specifically for developmental assessment in the /.

preschool and early school range, and with excellent'psychometric

properties, thus providing a powerful tool for comparison with the

Alpern-Boll. While the psychometric data available on the Aipern-f

Boll indicate that it is essentially equivalent to other'individual
/

child measures that are designed to assess,similar areas, a major-%`

study objective was to ,statistically confirm equivalence for this

particular study population. Therefore, a minimum of 100 Head

Start children were identified to receive individual adminis-

tration of both the Alpern-Boll and the LAP-D. Following data col-

lection, an analysis of test equivalency was conducted.

The second instrumentation issue requiring special attention

is the development of two measures of attitude towards mainstreaMing

1.8



handicapped children. Both attitude measures, one designed for

parents and the other designed for teachers, were developed from item

pools and other scales. They generally follow the "Likert" format.1/

The content validity of the scales and the extent,to which they

Measure what they purport to measure must be determined by analysis

bf.baeline data.

In-addition to specific examination of these instrumentation

issues, there is another broader issue for consideration. Because

of the possibility for respondent attrition or posttest. absenc,

certain contingencies were carefully included in the collection of

baseline data. These include the collection of alternate form data

.for certain respondents and the baseline collection of one time,.

only information.(OCcupation, education, income, etc.): For purposes

of posttest planning, the psychometric characteristics of the

"alternate form," tests must be examined to determine their utility..

Any indications of the lack of validity of these alternate forts

in the baseline data may indicate that they are not useful for post-'

test data requirements.

Identification of Group Differences

A clear understanding.of baseline findings is necessary in

'order-to identify similarities and differences in Head Start and

non -Head Start programs. Only the specific documentation. ofipase-

leVels And potential rates Of Change will. enable accurate

compariSOns between groups.

11 TheThe "Likert" format for attitude scales is commonly designed as
a positive or negative statement aith which the respondent agrees
(usually on a scale of strongly agree or agree) or disagrees
(strongly disagree or disagree) or is neutral (undecided). The
actual descriptors frequently vary as do the scales (some scales
use only one choice for each category and others use'3 or 4
choices), but the general format of positive, or negative re-
sponses is standard.

1.9



1\.)

Because of the complex nature of over 400
\

identified variables

and becauSe of the mixed nature of these varia les (both discrete

and continuous), those key variables which are Most important in

determining specific program effects, if any, m st be identified.

The analysis of baseline findings presented'in this repOrt

is primarily a descriptive approach.. The intent is to describe

how Head Start progtams differ from available non-Head Start pro-

gram's:and to identify substantive differences in programming for

various handicapping conditions. Identifying substantive pretest

differences will prevent these differences from obsCuring other

changes and will help to accurately describe, how programs make.

"impact on children with handicaps. Because the study design uses

two gtoups which are essentially non-equivalent, both with "respect

to thetselyes and with respect to the, control group (non-Served),

it is necessary to identify as many of the variables as posSible

where similarities and differences. do exist. This will enable

statistical comparisons between programs.where'there are major simi-

larities on these variables (such as in program or staff character-

istics) for certain analysis efforts. Where substantial differences

are shown to exist between programs, however, theSe
ved

ifferences must

be verified and their effects statistically controlled fdr.

The complex path model used to describe the overall analysis

approach requires that the massive quantity of variables be reduced

to those significant groups of variables to which the greatest

amount of assessed change can be attributed.

Overview of Sample

To answer the major study questions, data was collected on

five groups: /

Program directors for each center in which children
are sampled.
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Handicapped children enrolled in Project Head Start
programs. Respondents included the child's parents
and teachers, and observations of the child.

Handicapped children enrolled in non-Head Start programs
serving the preschool handicapped in the same communities
as the selected Head Start programs. Again, respondents.
were the child's parents and teacher,_anoLohservationz
of the , Aild.

Handicapped preschool-age children who were Currently
not receiving any form of treatment related,to their
handicap. Respondents were limited to the parent.

Non-handicapped preschool-age children. Observations
of the child were obtained.

The sample' included 400 Head Start handicapped children

were actually obtained), 400 handicapped children enrolled in

Head

(429

non-

Start programs (353 were obtained), and 260, diagnoSed pre:-

school handicapped children not receiving services (154 were

found), and 200 "now-handicapped" Children who would be observed

with the Prescott-SRI Child Observation System in order to. acquire

a non-handicapped reference group -(230 were identified and used).

A total of fifty-nine (59) Head Start programs (Grantees or

Delegate Agencies :) were Selected'for inclusion in the study (55

participated). Randomly selected, these prograds are_represen-

tative of the population of all Head Start programs with regard

tcYSMSA/non-SMSA location and size of program enrollment. \ifty

(50) non-Head Start programs which also serve. preschool handi-'

capped- children in the same Community agreed-to participate. Three

sources of information were utilized from Head-Start as well as

non-Head Start programs; existing program records, results of

standardized tests and 'assessment procedures, and structured inter-

views conducted with children parents and teachers. These

measures collected data on respondent characteristics and-attitudes

toward handicapped children and the practice_ of mainstreaming,

and growth and development.



Summary,

The overall analysis plan cannot PrOpeily proceed withOut some

descriptive information concerning the effects of_varioas:-Variable

groups .on these program features. This pretest- posttest dsign is

based on what is expected to be non equivalent. group s,,for compariso

of the effects of Head'Startind non -Head Start proirams:as well as

the relative absence of any pro'gram at all. ,A large number of

prospective variables have been considered and some wall have to-

be eliminated from the final data analysis effort:. In addit ion,

instruments require verification'Of their measurement capabinty.

The intent of this-reportis, to verify the validity-of certain

test instruments, to describe prograii similarities and differenceS_

an to identify the key variables from each -of the Variable groups'

which should be retained for consideration in the general analysis

plan.
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DESCRIPTION OP SAMPLE

To answer the study questions, five specific audiences were

selected for data collection:

o Program directors for each center in which children
are sampled;

400 handicapped children enrolled in Project Head Start,
their parents and their teachers;

o 400 handicapped children enrolled in non-Head Start
programs serving the preschool handicapped (in the
same communities as the selected Head Start programs),
their parents and their teachers;

o 200 handicapped preschool.-age children who, are currently
annot receiving y form of treatment related to their

handicap and their parents; .

200 non-handicaPped preschool-age children.

PROGRAM SAMPLE

A total of fifty-nine (59) Head Start programs (Grantees or

Delegate Agencies) were selected for inclusion in Phase I of the

study and were asked to participate in this phase also. Randomly

selected, these programs are representative of the population of all.

Head Start programs with regard to SMSA/non-SMSA location and size

2J ForFor purposes of the stUdy a Preschool aged child is defined as a
child between the ages of two years, six months and six years-
six months at the time of pretesting.

..
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of program enrollment. Four of the original fifty-nine Head Start

programs were dropped from the data collection effort. Three pro-
_

grams were dropped because their start and end dates for the pro-

gram year did not allow a sufficient pre-post interim. A fourth

program requested to be dropped because they were involved in

several other data collection efforts as well as a major evaluation

and had been unable to secure the necessary diagnoses for their

children.

A total of 160 non-Head Start programs which also serve pre-

school handicapped children in the same community were contacted

and asked-to participate. Of the fifty-four (54) non-Head Start

programs that responded and agreed to participate, four were dropped

when the age limits of their handicapped children exceeded the

study requirements.

PLANNED SAMPLE

A totar of 815 children who were enrolled in either Head Start

or a designated 'non-Head Start program were ultimately selected for

participation in the study. Children were selected for participa-

tion from coded lists which indicated only a child code, program
code and primary handicapping condition. The desired sample goal

was for 400 children in each program with equal distribution of all

handicapping conditions. To meet this goal at least 40 children

of each handicapping condition had to be present in the sampled

Head Start programs and 40 additional children in the sampled non-

Head Start programs.

As the random selection of children :.:rom the coded lists-pro-

ceeded, it became obvious that the goal of 40 childr for each

handicapping condition would not be met for some handiL pping

conditions. C,Ily three blihd and seven deaf children were av^i1:-

able for sampling all were selected for inclusion. Fewer than

twenty- visually impaired and thirty-five hearing impaired

children were available.' While the.national incidence level for
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these few handicapping conditions is relatively small, the actual

selection rate for the study significantly underrepresent the

expected incidence of occurrence. Two possible phenomena may ex-

plan, in part, the low incidence: enrollment of these children

in highly specialized (often segregated) "special" programs; and,---

the lack of comparable-specialized services in most preschool

pragrams.

Staffing, training,. data collection procedures, and analysis

strategies were all based on a planned for sample o 800 children

from the two programs. The low frequency of these four handitapping

conditions allowed for some other handicap categories to be sampled

at a higher rate. This was most easily accomplished for the handi-

capping conditions of speech impaired, physically handicapped, and

mentally retarded. Of the 815 children selected from the coded

child lists fat inclusion in the study, 782 have been retained for

baseline analysis and will be reassessed_during the posttest data

collection. Thirty-three cases were dropped from. the study because

critical measures were missing or non-repeatable measures were con

sidered invalid. The field teams determined that children from

Some of the selected non-Head Start programs exceeded the age limits

for the study, and that parent permission had not been secured for

all children. Completed data on all designated measures were

obtained -or the 782 cases that have been retained.

NON-SERVED SAMPLE

Children included in the non-served study group were selected

from an identified (professionally diagnosed) population of pre-

school children not currently receiving treatment for their handi-

caps. Most of the Children selected were chosen from the same

communities in which the selected Head Start programs werelocated.

Additionally, to avoid. possible legal difficulties, the selected

Study croup resided primarily in states which had not mandated the

provision .of services to all preschool handicapped children.
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Potential study. participants were identified through a number

Of sources. The directors of each Head Start and non-Head Start

program was asked.to provide names, addresses and telephone numbers

of handicapped children who were awaiting enrollment in their pro-

grams. Other resources contacted for the same purpose included

local school systems, local Public Health Departments, State and

local directors of Easter Seal Agencies, and the Associations for

Retarded Children:

Approximately 154 sample participants were identified through

these resources. In each case the referring agency/person requested

to make the initial contact with the respondent to solicit and 3n-

courage their participation in the study. This intermediate step

was taken to protect the agency's confidentiality, of data and the

privacy of the parent.

After this initial communication was made, the Phase II field

staff contacted the parents .to: (1) further explain the purpose

of the study; (2) secure permission for their handicapped child to

be included in the study; and (3) confirm an interview date.

Children in the non-served control group and their. parents

were assessed with the same measures used for Head Start children

and parents, except for those that were inappropriate because they

related to classroom events or to services the children did not

receive.

The majority of the non-served control group assessments were

conducted in the parent's homes; however some of the respondents,

where it was feasible, elected to utilize \the facilities of the

referring agency.

The data collection schedule is shown in Table 2.

TABLE-2.1: SCHEDULE FOR DATA COLLECTION

Dates Head Start

Program Type

Non-Head Start Non-Served

Begin

End

October 17, 1977

November 25,1977

October 17, 1977

November 25,1977

November 7., 1977

December 30,1977

2.4



Data collection activities Lor the non-served control group

were not completed until Decemb.lr 30, 1977, primarily because of the

initial difficulties in accessing data (names and addresses, etc.,

of preschool handicapped children) from some of the referral

sources. In addition, some of the non-served group participants

were identified after the completion of the primary data collection

activities from the Phase II Head Start and non-Head Start programs.

The distribution of handicaps by program type for the 782

children enrolled in programs and 154 non- served is shown in

Table 2.2. While the distributions for physically handicapped,

specific learning disability, and emotionally disturbed fairly

closely approximate the desired goal of 40 cases per handicap,

there are other notable deficiences in the sample. The visually

impaired, blind, hearing impaired:and 'deaf children show, very low

frequenCies (as previously discussed), although they are fairly

similar to those of the different sample groups. Both goals of

forty (40) cases per handicapping condition and equal distributions

by program type are not 'fully met in three other handicap categorie8-

(some of which were purpOsefully over sampled) --.speech impaired,

health or developmentally impaired, and mentally retarded: The

frequency of occurrence of the first two handicapping conditions is

twice as high (29% compared with 18% and 17o cOmpare with 9%,

respectively) in Head Start programs, while the later condition

occurs at three times the rate (37% compared with 11%) in the non -

Head Start prograMs. These distributions present significant

problems which have to be accommodated for in analysis efforts.

SUBSAMPLES.

Two subsamples of the study groups were identified And selected

/ for special study objectives. One special objective required

a small subsample-of at least 100 handicapped children to be admin-

istered the Learning Accomplishment Profile. Diagnostic edition

(LAP-D). The purpose of this objective was to verify the accuracy
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TABLE 2.2

. DISTRIBUTIOY OF SAMPLE FOR PROGRAM TYPE
AND HANDICAPPING CONDITION

PROGRAM TYPE

PRI MARY
HANDICAPPING=mum

Non-Head Start
Head Start Programs Non-Served
1 of Column "1 of Column % of Column

Visually impaired 4.7 0.6 1.9
(N 20j (N-2) (N.3)

Blind 0.2 0.6 1.9
(N.1) (+*2) .

(N=3)

Hearing impaired 4.4 3.1 1.2
(N*19) (N.11) . (N.2)

Deaf 1.2 0.6 '0.6

(24.5.) (N.2) (N..1)

Physical handicap 18.6 18.3 16.2
(N.80) (N=.65) (N.25)

Speech impaired 28.9 15.3 39.6
(N.124) (N.54) (N..61)

Health or develc,. ,rally
.

impaired 17.2 8.8. 12.4
(N=74) (N-31) (N.19)

Mentally retarded 11.4 36.5 9.2
. (N49) (N.129) (N-14)

Specific learning disability 6.3 6.8 0.0
(N*27) (N24)

Serious emotional disturbance 7.0 9.3 6.6
(N.30) (N.35) . .(N.10)

. ,

Not specified 10.4
(N=16)

TOTAL

100.0* 45.8*

N-429)

37.7* 16.5*

(N353) (N134)

*Percent of row.

of parent report information secured from the Alpern-Boll Develop-

mental Profile-and the psychometric equivalence of the two scalLss.

A total of sixty-five (65) speech impaired and sixty-five emotionally

disturbed children were selected from the coded child lists and the

programs were asked to provide a quiet location in order to adminis-

ter the LAP-D. Four of the children were enrolled in programs which

were dropped so that a final subsample of 126 were retained for

analysis.

The second special objective also required a subsample of

approximately 100 respondents. The teachers of 125 randomly identi-

fied handicapped children were selected to receive-the teacher

2.6
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short form of the Alnern-Boll. The purpose of the second obje,:tive

was to determine the extent to which the teacher short form could be

used as an alternate form to the parent administered form (already

scheduled to be administered to the parent) in the event of parent

attrition. Four of the teachers were deleted when the programs they

taught in were dropped leaving a final group of 121 for the correla-

tion study between the two forms.



3
INSTRUMENTATION ISSUES

Twelve primary instruments were used to collect pretest data

for the study. This chapter discusses some of the measurement

issues of concern with three of these instruments. The Alpern--

Boll Developmental Profile presented two key issues for consideration:

whether parent report data could be validly considered as a sub-

stitute for a direct assessment of the child; and the equivalency

of a short teacher -form which could be used in the event of parent

attrition. Also, two measures of attitude toward the concept of

mainstreaming were developed and a review of the measurement charac-

teristics of these scales for this study sample is provided.

ALPERN-BOLL DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE

Since all three primary study objectives (see page 1.2) require

developmental assessment of each handicapped child, it was necessary

to select an instrument that was sensitive both to lifferences

across several distinct abilities and alSo to areas of growth and

development during the pre-post interim. The tlpern-Boll Develop-
-,

mental. Profile, a parent report instrument which assesses develop-

mental growth of the child (See Appendix II), was selected as the

primary measure.

However, previdus experience with the use of parent-report in-

formation to assess growthand development of the child by ACYF
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indicated that the validity of a direct functional child assessment

might be substantially better then once removed parent-report data.

The Learning Accomplishment Profile-Diagnostic edition (LAP-D) is

a direct functional assessment of the child which was considered as

the primary dependent measure. The Alpern-Boll was selected for the

following reasons:

1. reduces respondent burden;

.2 minimizes classroom disruption by not requirfi'lg.the
child be present for administration;

3. reduces the expense and time of training certified
evaluators;

4. offers _one additional measure (social-emotional) in
an area deemed of critical importance at the pre
school level;

S. provides a full range of measurement in the Self
Help area;

6. provides a streamlined measure of physical develop-
ment skills.

Because the validity of using the parent report information was con-

sidered questionable by ACYF it was determined to assess the validity

of information obtained from the Alpern-Boll compared with the

direct child assessment data secured from the LAP-D. A secondary

study objective was specified:

how well does the Alpern-Boll serve as a valid
alternative to the LAP-D?

Another important issue of concern with respect to the Alpern-

Boll is the need to identify a backup source 1r the developmental

growth data in the event the original respoL at is.unavailable for

posttest data collection. A teacher administered short form of the

Alpern-Boll was developed by Appalachian Educational Laboratory, Inc.,

Charleston, West Virginia. Although this teacher, short form was

selected as a backup measure, there was no measurement information

on the equivalence of the two forms-for the present study population.

The reliability data supplied by the Appalachian Education Laboratory
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provided data for a predominately non-handicapped population.

Therefore another secondary study objective was specified:

how well does a teacher "Short Form" serve as an
alternate form for the Alpern-Boll (in the event of
parent attrition or posttesTibsence)?

Stud' Ob'ective I: Assessment of the AZ ern-BoZZ Develo mentaZ Pro-
file as, a valid alternative to t e Learning Accomplishment Pro ile-
Diagnostic Edition.

Even though an .item-by-item inspection of the two assessment

profiles suggests that both instruments assess similar skills, such :

inspection does not provide information on how close the two measures

are for any given group of children. It was necessary to obtain in-

formation with.which to more precisely estimate. the extent of meas-

urement correspondence for these twodevlopmental assessments in

order to validate use of the Alpern-Boll.

The LAP-D waa administered to a subset of 126 children for whom

Alpern-Boll profiles were also collected. Table 3.1 preSents the

relevant Pearson product-moment correlations for the 126 children who

had both assessments Administered.'

TABLE 3.1

ALPERN-BOLL AND LAP-D CORRELATIONS

LAP-D

ALPERN-BOLL
Fine Gross , Language Cognitive Total
Motor Motor

Physical Age

Academic Age

Communication Age

IQ Equivalency

0.46 0.47

0.63 0.71

0.64

0.43

N-126 Signifigance>.001
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The relatively. higher correlations (.71, .63, .64) of the

Language and Cognitive scales of the LAP-D with the academic and

communication scales of the Alpern-Boll support the initial conclu-

sions of content correspondence for these scales (discussed in Appen-

dix II). Since these areas are usually thought of .s the critical

Skills for school success, the higher those correlations, the better

the Alpern -Boil fulfills its role as a valid alternative for the LAP-D
I ,

In fact,.there-isi some reason to believethat the obtained

correlation coefficients are minimal estimates and that truer

estimates would raise the correlations,substantialiy. When conduct -

ing- correlation analysis with samples where the sample range :s

restricted in some manner, the resulting correlation coefficients

tend to be artificially low. -This is demonstrated in Figures 3.1.

and 3.2 which illustrate typical scatter plots of the corresponding

stores on two meaSures. The_ illustration in Figure 3-.1 shows the

scatter plot for two measures that have a high positive correlation

140

120

Measure I

80

60

40

20

0

20. 40 ,60 80 100 120 140

Measure II

FIGURE 3.1: SCATTERPLOT OF A MODERATELY HIGH CORRELATION. FOR TWO
MEASURES
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with each other '(about +.90). -The range of possible scores for each

measure is from about 20 to about 140 on he scales provided.

Suppose, however-, that something happens when administering t the

tests so that only a restricted range cf the available sample re-

ceives the tests. If the range is from 60 to 80, for example, the

resulting scatterplot and computed correlation will appear quite

different. Figure 3.2 illustrates the "new" scatterplot in the in-

set. .Visual inspection of this -"new" scatterplot'indicates that

there is probably very little relationship between Measure I and

Measure II.
figq

To the extent that the sample children receiving both the

Alpern-Ball and the LAP-D represent a restricted range the correla-

tion between the two measures will be artificially lowered. Since

both the study sample itself and the correlation sample is composed

Measure -.I

60 80
Measure II

FIGURE 3.2: INSET FOR RESTRICTED RANGE OF 60 TO 80 SHOWING "NEW"
SCATTERPLOT
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of only handicapped preschool children it is highly probable that

this sample of 126 children used for the correlation analysis has

Some restrictions in overall ability ranges.--This would affect the

computed J_orrelations by artifically lowering them.

The effect of restricting the range_of a group of scores on

artific4,allY lowering'measures of association for two instruments has

rangealready been'discussed. In a similar way, restricting the ange

within which an 'individual score can fall may artificially lower the

sensitivity of the measure and thus the capacity to identify' changes

in true scores as reflected by .changes in earned Scores. When con-

sidering. the validity of the Alpern -Boil as an alternative-to the

LAP-D, 'the sensitivity of each measure to changes in growth and

development is crucial. As reviewed in Appendix II, the adMinis-
,

tration.directions for the LAP-D provide' instructions for a "ceiling"

iSachieved. when the child misses three tut tf five items. No-fur-

ther-items of greater difficult; are administered since_ it is assumed

that:the child will miss all itemsbeyond his."ceiling." However,

the AlPern-Boll procedures for handicaPpe'd (atypical) .children re-

quire adMiniStration'of each entire subscale,Up to a triple "basal"

or "ceiling.". This procedure recognizes the greater variability of

performances across several assessment ae'as and assures more op-

portunity for a wider range of scores.

This difference in administration inL,'-:ructions can affect the

sensitiVity'ofthe_instyument:to changes in developmental skills.

Table,3.2.-pTeSnts the ranges of scores found on both the LAP=D and

the Aipern=Boll. Only the range of scores for the ."Cognitive"

Of the LAP-D is - fairly large compared with the ranges of the

%_Alpern,-Boll. A review:of the scatterplots for the correlations con-

'firms,that the LAP-D scores tend to be lower and of a narrower range.

3.6

C5J



TABLE 3.2

RANGE FROM LOWEST TO HIGHEST SCORES FOR ALPERN-BOLL AND LAP-D

SCALE

,
Med51,1.e

ALPERN-BOLL .LAP-D

Lowest Highest Range of Lowest Highest Range of
Sccre Score Scores Score. Score. Scores

Academic Age 20 82 66 9 88 72
Cognitive

'Communication Age 24 96 72 8 53 45
Language

Physical Age 18 116 98
Gross Motor 25 78 53
Fine Motor 28 74 46

In situations where the developmental changes "can be' expected t0 :.be

.very small, even minor blunting of the sensitivity could mast import-

ant (although small) changes.
H

While the range. restrictions do not necessarily affect group

performances, such restrictions tend to contribute adverSelyk to the
A

tests' sensitivity to change and can-contribute to lowered correla-

tion coefficients., This blunting of sensitivity is particularly

damaging atthe ability extremes, and even more so with handicapped

ch!ldren since developmental changes for this group tend to be more

_gradual and less pronounted.

The result' is that the LAP-D could tend to be somewhat less

sensitive to.minor developmental changes for this study population.

The Alpern-Boll, on the other hand, could yield slightly more actur.,

rate true. score estimates.- This would increase sensitivity to small

developmental changes- and would also remove a small amount of

residual variance.from predicflon equations.

Another factor contributing to the relatively low correlations

between the Alpern-B011 and the LAP-Don the physical and'Fine/GrOss.

Motor. scales could be'utestfatigue." The LAP-D is typically'
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administered in two of three sessions so that the Fine/Gross Motor

scales are administered by themselves as with only one other scale.

The pretest administration Procedures required the entire scale to

be administered in one session, with the Fine /Gross Motor scales

being last. Field staff rePOrted evidence of 'fatigue and inattention

an these latter Scale.

Summary.and Conclusion'

1. The Alpern 4011 subscales that are usually thought of as
the best praiaors of school success (academic, communi-
cation, and IQ. ectuivalency) were the scales which best
correlated with content similar scales on the LAP-D and
there.is-reason. to _pelieve that true score correlations
should be-eVen

The administration procedures for the Alpern-Boll provide.
better'assuf ance for sensitivity of the measure to change
and less opportunity for impoSed.range restrictions. . .

While not psychometrically. equivalent, the. Alpern-Roll Developmental

Profile can serve as A comparable measure to the LAP-D for purposes

of measuring change in short term development across the specified

abilities.

Study Objective II: TheTeacher"StoftheAlpern-Boll.
Developmental Profile as an Alternative Form intheEVent of----
Parent.Attrition or rest7-PitsefiCe

All 105 programs and 7f32 parents have agreed to participate in

both the pre- and posttest- data collection efforts. In the event

of, parental absence for the posttest, however, the primary dependent.

measure of developmental growth for the child (the Alpern-Boll) would

be. unobtainable. Applied Management Sciences, has participated

"that even withconcerted folloNiup--efforts and-parent incentives

some amount of-xtrfiOlon can be expected.

If this attrition should occur in the'handicap categories where

the sample size is close. to or,greater than thedeiired goal of

fifty (50) cases, then these cases could simply.be dropped from-anY-

analysis whichuses the 2!k.12-11.17:12.11. .Hoi4ever,,i1 this attrition

Should occur in handicap categories in which the sample size is



very small to begin with, elimination of even a single case could be

damaging to analysis efforts. It is crucial, therefore, to care-

fully consider Plternatives to eliminating a case from the study

sample.

The most desired alternative would be to invest the additional

effort and resources that would eventually permit the parent to be

Interviewed. This might mean traveling to a'separate interview

site or returning to the original site at a more convenient time.

If this does not prove to be feasible (for example, if the parent

is ill, deceased or cannot be located)j then special effort to

collect the data from another respondent must be made.

Applied Management Sciences, Inc., has anticipated such a

possibility. Field staff were directed to administer to the 1

teachers of 121 randomly selected children, a short '"teacher form"

of the Alpern-Boll Developmental Profile developed by the

Appalachian Educational Laboratory, West Virginia. This inforMation

could then be used .to determine the suitability of the short "teacher

,form" as an alternative in the event that the. parent could not be

interviewed to provide the child growth and development information.

Table .3.3 presents the Pearson product-moment correlation

coefficients for the two forms of the Alpern-Boll.. Two of the sub-

scales (Academic Age and Communication Age scales) and the IQ

'equivalency score show good correlation coefficients far the two

forms. These three correlation coefficients assume even-more.sig-

nificance in light of the previous:discussion concerning restric-

tion of ranges, a factor which can be expected .to artificially lower

these coefficients also. The three scales with relatively low

correlation coefficients (Physical, Self Help, and social Age

Scales) do not seem to provide enough-explained,variance. to make

their inclusion as an alternative measure useful. While these

correlation coefficients can also be expected to be lower than might

be achieved with a better distribu:ed range of cases, there appears

to be considerable variability between scores that cannot otherwise



TABLE 3.3

CORRELATIflN COEFFICIENTS FOR THE ALPERN-BOLL
DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE PARENT ADMINISTERED FORM

AND TEACHER ADMINISTERED
SHORT FORM

Teacher Admini-
tered

Parent
Administered

IQ Equiv- Physical.
Self

Social Academic Communication
alency Age. "etW Age Age . Age

IQ Equivalency

Physical Age

Self Help Age

SoCial Age

Academic Age

Communication Age

0.69

0.47

0.57

0.54

0.74

N=121 Significance .001

be accounted for. Analysis of this variability suggests that base -.

line unfamiliarity with the child on the part of the teacher has

resulted in excessive variation between the two forms of the

Al ern-Boll. Although both the Academic Age scale and the Communi-

cation Age scale show correlations which are adequate, they are

expected to be low estimates. If the excessive. variability between

the long and short forms of the Alpern-Boll is a consequence of

teacher unfamiliarity with the actual capabilities of handicapped.

children at the beginning of a program year, then increased teacher

Hfamiliatity should result. in stronger long/short Alpern-7-Ba11-corre-
i

'Applied

at the end of the program year, Based on this assumption,
I -.
'Applied Management.Sciences will continue with plans-to use the

'short form of the Alpern-Boll to collect-developmental data in those

cases in which parents cannot be contacted during the posttest.

However, Applied Management Sciences will also conduct another long

form/short form posttest validity study similar to the one that was

conducted during the pretest in order to verify-the 'assumption of

greater posttest correlation.

3.10
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Summary and Conclusions. The most desirable. alternative to the

scheduled posttest parent iterview with the Alpern-Boll is a second
7effort to locate and interview the parent at a more convenient time

or location. However, in the event. that it is not feasible,; the-

short "teacher-form" of the Alperw-Boll could be effectively used.

At present it appears that the analysis using this form is

.. limited to the use of the IQ equivalency score, the Academic scale

and the Communication scale. Thisi seems entirely poiSible since
/

these are the three scales most frequently associat'ed with school I
isuccess and'are likely to be included in most analysis efforts with

theAlpern-Boll. i ,/,
.

7:

However, the teacher shartiform will again be administered to a

sample of 120 during:posttestdatacollectiOn 'in order to examine
ithe possibility of intreased:torrelation.between the two scales re7

sulting from greater teacher' familiarity/with the child. Should ian
/

original respondent be unaVailable for/posttest data collection and

should alternative methods to contact that respondent. be unsuccessful,,

then the teacher administered short form of the. Alpern-Boll 'willj)e

used. The IQ equivalency score;.the Academic Age, and the Communi-

cation Age scores of theshort form should be used in the final data

analysis effort. If posttest analysis reveals the expected increase
i

in. Correlation coefficients; then it is possible that additional

scales will be used as well.

MEASURES OF ATTITUDE TOWARDS MAINSTREAMING THE HANDICAPPED

Two attitude scales -were constructed by Applied' Management

Sciences, Inc., for use in measuring relative attitudes toward the

.concept of -Mainstreaming handicapped children. The "Parent Interview

Schedule" consists of nine items in which:the questions to parents

are phrased with respect to their child. The "Teacher Attitudes and

Opinions Interview" consists of 19 items Comprising two- -scales and

yielding a total scale score. These items are not specific to a

given child. Rather they refer specifiCally to the teacher and

referenced handicapped children-only in general.
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Attitude toward some element of a program, whether by a parent

or a teacher, may obscure or otherwise effect a child's performance

on some measure, or could mask the effects of other elements of the

program. Attitude is known to be a powerful correlate of many

perfOrmance levels. It is not always clear whether a given attitude

is produced by some performance, whether the performance is only

made possible because of the attitude held by the individual, or

-whether the two interact delicately so as to continually modify

each other. While the causal relationship is not always apparent,

it is still important to describe how these,attitudes differ with

respect 'to certain demographic variables.

These two. attitude scales were constructed in part from item

'pools developed by Applied Management Sciences and in part.from.other.

attitude measures. 'Because these scales are non-'standard measures,

it is also necessary to describe the measurement characteristics of.

each scale and to confirm both the content validity of the scales

and the suitability of each scale to serve as a measu.re,of the

desired attitude.

rent Interview Schedule"

This nine itemquestionnaire assessed the patents' attitude_

toward having their child enrolled in a "mainstreamed" program.

comPared with enrollment more specialized program with other

handicapped children. Parent could respond to each item with "yes,."

"no,".or "can't:say." Respons s that indicate a positive attitude
N.

toward mainstreaming were weightedwith a score of .3, neutral re-

spOnses received a' 2, and negative responses' received a 1. For

scoring purposes,. the 'nine items. were summed. A. score of 9 would

be the lowest possible score,.indicating a negative attitude 'overall

towards mainstreaming. A total score of 27 is the highest posSible

and indidates a positive attitude toward5.having a child placed in

a mainstreamed pi-6gram.

Table.3:4 presents the Pearson product-moment correlations for

each item and the total score. Inter-item correlations are espe-

cially. low while item-,total correlations are considerably higher.

3.12
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This suggests that the measurement content of each item has little

overlap with other items, and that each item contributes some unique

measure to the total score. Also, this suggests that the question-

naire is relatively efficientbecause it does not excessively dupli-

cate content measurement, although the real utility of the scale is

determined by its sensitivity to extraneous measurement error.

TABLE 3.4

PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT. CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR
ITEMS AND TOTAL SCORE ON THE PARENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

Questionnaire Items
Total
Score 1 2 3 4

Items
-6 7 8 95

. ,

1. I feel my child could do better in a more
specialized program for her/his type of
handicap.

.53

2. .I think some children don't like to be in .50 .14

the same class with handicapped children
.

3. I think my child gets along better at home
since she/he has been in school with chil-

:39 .07. .06.

dren who don't have handicaps.
,

4. I think its best for handicapped children
to be in a classroom with children who
don't have handicaps:

.52 .15 .18 .09

S. I think my child would-have more friends.
if she/he were in a class of children with
similar handicaps.

.49 .26 .19 .01 .13

6. I think that handicapped children in .45 '.08 .06 .22 .31 .06

'classes with other children get along
.

better with other people. .

7. Handicapped children are more like other ,

children than different. .

.39 .11 .12 .02 .13 .12 .11

8. ! think my child is afraid to try when
she/he is competing with other children.

.39 .18 .17 .06 ..06 .22 .01, .05

9. I think children without handicaps are
less likely to make fun of handicapped
children if they're in the same class
together.

.

.41 .13 .08 .12 .16 .02' .16 .06 .03

N 481 (number of mainstreamed children).

'Extraneous measurement error could occur w.hen.some other variable

is also being measured by the questions. For example, a child who

doesn't like big dogs, may report that he/she doesn't like dogs when

questioned about several large animals, including dogS. If a conclu-

sion were made that this child does not like dogs, it would only be
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partially correct, since there is considerable measurement error

present inthe way the child qas questioned. The "Parent Interview_

Schedule" is designed to assess the attitude of parents towards.

mainstreaming their handicapped child. There is one extraneous, but

telated,.variable which could affect measurement of this construct:

the attitude of the parent toward the specific program the child is

enrollied in. Two measures of this are provided in the parent inter-.

view-instrument. One questiOn asks if the parent believes the child

Will benefit from the program they are enrolled in. Responses range

on four item scale from "greatly" to "no." The second question

asks if the parent believes the current program is the best One

available (responses;.yes = 1, no = 2).

Table 3.5 presents the correlation coefficients of each item

with the total score controlling for' (partialling out) the effects

of these two questions. The table shows'very little change in cor-

relationtelation coefficients from the first order coefficients presented in

Table 3.4. 'This indicates that parental attitude toward mainstream-

ing as measured by the "Parent Interview Schedule" is free from

the confounding effects of their attitude toward the specific pro-

gram their child is enrolled in. A-similar analysis of this scale

controlling for the effects of whether the child is mainstreamed or

not is not possible, since this Scale was not administered to-

parents of non-mainstreamed children. The scale was not administered

in order to keep respondent burden to a minimum, to.avoid raising

this issue with parents whose children were in self-contained or

segregated programs, and.Secause,data'from this group were not re-

quired for the sPecifiedanalysis . plan,

Summarr and Conclusion's. The nine item "Parent Interview. Schedule"

is an efficient.measure of parental attitude towards mainstreaming

a handicappedchild and is not confounded by the attitudeof'the

parent toWards,the specific program the child is enrolled in. The'

"Parent Interview Schedule" is a brief but efficent_measure.of

parental attitude towards the mainstreaming of a handicapped child.
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TABLE 3.5

SECOND ORDER CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR ITEMS. WITH
THE TOTAL SCORE ON THE PARENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULE CONTROLLING

-- FOR PARENT ATTITUDES TOWARD THE SPECIFIC PROGRAM

questionnaire Items

I

.

Controlling for
"Best Program"

Controlling for
"Benefit from Prokram"

Controlling for
Both .

Total Score Total Score Total Score

1. 1 feel my child could do better in a
more speciali:ed program for his/her
type of handicap

2. I think some children don't like to be
:

. in the same class with handicapped
children . ,

3e. I think my child gets along better at
-home since .she/he has been in school
with children who don't have handi-
caps

4. 'I think its best- for handicapped
children to be in a classroom with

. children who don't have handicaps

5. I. think my child -,ould live more
friends if she/he were in a class of
children with similar handicaps

6. I think that handicapped children in
classes with otlicr'children get along
better with other people .

7. IWndicapped children-arc more like
other children than different

. I think my child is afraid, to try
when she/he is competing with other
children

9. I think children without handicaps
are less likely to make fun of
handicapped children if they're in
the same class together

%

.

.51

.51

.38

.52

,

.49

.44

.40

.40

.41

i'--

,

.47

.37

.37

-

.49

.

.

.48

.

.44 ,

.39,

.

.38

.40

,

,

.:.

.48

.49

,

.37

.50

.

.48

.44

.40

.39

Al

.

N 481 (number of mainstreamed children)

"Teacher Attitude' and. Opinions Interview"

This attitude measure is comprised of a total of 19 questions;

there are two scales. Scale I contains 13 questions and assessed

general attitude towards the handicapped child. Scale II contains

6 questions and-assessed the -teacher's view. of obstacles or impedi-

ments to mainstreaming the handicapped child. -All questions on the

"Likert type"'measure were summed for scale scores and for the

total score.

Scale construction involved sorting relevant questionnaire.

items ;from a pool of 62 possible items based on specialists judgment of

of the content validity of each item. The item pool was derived

_from. the Teacher Opinions of Special,Education and Special Pupils

scale developed by Bruce Bau, Warren Gleckel and dajean Windell

(1975). Administration time for the item pool scale was considered

too lengthy and also contained some irrelevant information. Ques-

tiohnaire-items (shown. in Table 3.6) were selected to fall into the
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TABLE 3.6

QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS FOR THE "TEACHER ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS INTERVIEW"

l. I like to work.. wih handicapped
children.

.2. I feel it is good for the normal;
children to be in the same class-
room as handicapped children.

Working with handicapped childen
takes too much classroom-fime away
from normal children.

. .

4. I think .mainstreaming is harmful
to normal children.

3.

5. It's hard for me to make handi-
capped children feel "at home" in
my class.

I' feel mainstreaming is harmful to
many handicapped children.

7. For me working with handicapped
\ children is difficult in a regular

classroom setting.

8. It seems to me that handicapped
\children learn more in special
classes that do not include normal
children.

9. I feel that handicapped children
need to be made aware of their
limitations.

10. I am afraid,of working with some
handicapped children.

11. It seems to me that handicapped chil-
dren tend.to ,"give up" in the regular
classroom setting.

12. The integration of handicapped children
in regular classes slows down the learn-
ing of the other children in my class.

13. Planning instruction for both handi-
capped and normal children demands too
much additional teacher-preparation
time. .'

14. I think handicapped children should be
mainstreamed, but they should have
teachers with more special training
than I have.

15. Handicapped children are more like
normal childien than they are:different.

16. I think that -normal and handicapped
children get along well with one an-
other.

i7. It seems to me that handicapped chil-
dren are _withdrawn around the normal
children, in the class.

18. I think normal.children do not try'as
hard, around' handicapped children.

19. Being in the- same class with normal
children helps the'social development
of handicapped children.
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two. categories of "impediments to mainstreaming" and "attitude's to-

ward mainstreaming" in order to shorten the administration time.

Since the validity of using these wo scales separately or as a

summed total has not been determ -inec the following analyses from

the baseline data are directed toward verifying the utility of

.tEis scale. Table 3.7 presents the Pe -rson product-moment correla-

tions for the scales and the total scale

TABLE 3.7

PEARSON PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIO S FOR THE TEACHER
ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS IN ERVIEW

Total

Scale 1

Scaie II

Total Scale I Scale IL.

N=674

The--correlation between Scale I' and Scale II Shows a positive re7

lationship. As_the teacher identifies fewer obstacles and.impedi-

mentsto mainstreaming handicapped children (Scale II) their
.

attitude, in general, towards handicapped children (Scale Iris more

positive. Scale I.is the'longer stale .(13. items) -and, as expected

shows" slightly stronger relationship with the total score.

While Scale I and IIShow.a. positive relationship (r =.68) there
.

is enough _Unique or uneplainedyariance (1-r 2=54%) to justify separate

considerations for analysis purposes.. This is further Indicated,by

the. difference in correlation cofficients for. each .scale with the

total. The population of respondentS whO provided the attitudinal

information for these scaleS do not show evidende of range. re--

strictions on this variable. Therefore, for psychometric purposes

of determ.ining alternate form, reliability (such as this) a correla-

tion Of .80 or higher would be deemed desirable. Overall this

suggests that the two scales measure somewhat distinct attitudes

and that summing the two scales for a single measure is not useful.

3.17
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Table 3.8 presents statistical measures of the distribution for

each scale. While superficial measure's of the distributions for

Scale I and Scale II appear to be additive with respect to the

total score (indications of range for example), such indications do

not follow for other measures. Both the standard deviation and

standard error for each scale do not nearly approximate estimates

of deviation and error which are much larger for the total scale.

TABLE 3.S

MEASURES OF DISTRIBUTION FOR THE TEACHER ATTITUDES AND
OPINIONS INTERVIEW

Measures Total Scale I Scale II

Ranger Low 18.00 13.00 5.00

High 108.00 77.00 35:00

Standard Deviation 25.69 16.56 5.49

Standard Error 0.92 0.59 0.21

Skewness 0.85 0.61 -0.45

Additionally, the total scale appears to be considerably more

skewed than would be suggested by combining the two scales.

Summary and Conclusions. As separatt measures the two subscales of

the "Teacher Attitudes and Opinions Interview" show some positive

correlation with each other although leaving more variance "un-

explained" than accounted for by the two measures. Summing the

two scales to produce a single measure increases variability and

produces 'a distribution for the total scale that -is substantially

different' from either distribution for the two scales separdtely.

In addition, the item content of the two scales differs enough in

the type of information gathered to make combining the scales

questionable. Scale and

Opinions Interview" should

cale II of the "Teacher Attitude and

e treated as separate measures. A

summed total should not be used in analysis-efforts.
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4
GROUP DIFFERENCES

INTRODUCTION

As' indicated in Chapter 1, the study design for Phase II of

the evaluation of Head Start services to the handicapped includes

provisions for a comparative- study of child-Specific outcomes

among three groups: children enrolled in Head Start programs,

children enrolled.in non-Head Start programs and children-mot en-

ibljed in any program of services. Ideally, placement of children

in-each of these three groups should occur randomly to avoid con-

founding the study outcomes with systematic group biasiS. However,

randoM assignment of subjects.in the present study was neither

ethical nor economically feasible. Consequently, the proposed

group -comparisons. may also require examination of differential out-
.

comes, Even a. cursory review of the distribution of handicapping

conditions for each grouRCChapter 2,-:Table-2.1).indicates that the

groups are not equivalent in several respects. This will require

the comparison* of non-equivalent groups.

Much has been written about the.oitfalls of,analyses involving

non-equivalent groups-. ' Lord (1967) ,for example, goes so far as to

say that "...there-simply is no logical or statistical procedure

that can be counted on to. make proper allowances for un6ontrolled

preexisting differences between. groups.." Other.writerS.such as
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.Porter and Chibucas (1974, 1975) ,'Kenny (1975) Linn-and Worts (1977),

Tallmadge and Horst (1976) and Magidson (1977) approach the issue

from-A more positive standpoint, each suggesting various analytical

strategies that should be considered in the non-equivalent group

situation. Irrespective of the merits of...the positions taken by

.these writers, though, the critical issue in study design using_-

non-equivalent groups is the specifiCation of the relevant' dimensions

which differentiate the study groups in question. Unless the

analyst'is confident that all such diversions are accounted for and

that each can be measured with a reasonable. degree. of validity,

non-equivalent group comparisons, no' Matter which adjustment

strategy is utilized, will generate problematic conclusions at best.

Therefore, the primary purpose of this chapter is toreview all

of the variables.measured during the pretest datacollectionTeffort

and determine those variables where differences between groups exist.

which will require_ special statistical consideration during pretest--

posttest analyses.. VariableS reviewed for this purpose are the five

key variable groups which were defined in Chapter I.

A second function of this chapter is to guide data reduction

efforts and the development of-compoSite variables.: This is a

critical task for the study, since over 400 distinct variables have
,

been identified fOr analytical consideration. This large. number of

variables affects the usefulness of the model (Chapter 1) in depict-

ing causal relationships. ReduCing the number of variables being.-.
considered, will improve thestatistical strategies used to evaluate

themodel. Variables which add more Nariance.than they explain,:

.vdriables which contribute no significant effects, and variables

which mask or obscure. the effects of other variables must either be

eliminated or controlled for (statistically or,in the Methodogical

design). Clearly, many of these variables.are high- correlated and

it may be possible to use one or.twc variablesas"indicators" for

an entire variable set (e.g., program characteristits),. This would
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greatly facilitate the efficient testing of the Model presented in

Chapter 1. In addition,. many of the 400 variables may be invariant .

or uncorrelated with respect to outcome measures. If thOse

measures which are uncorrelated with outcome measures are eliminated

from consideration this would allow fort the development of a simpler-

and more straightforward set of ,variables for .analytical cons dera-

-tion.

Both issue's of concern this chaptc-r were addressed con

currently ,utilizing the same analytical techni.clues.. That an

investigation of studY.group differences with:respect to character

istics of the child and family also all.Owed''an-assessment of which

variables could be reasonably eliminated from further analysis

replaced by composite variable's, or other variables serving:-as-

r!indicators". Therefoi-e, this chapter is organized by :the key

variable groups (rather t'hdri"by basic chapter issues):

personal characteristics
of the child

developmental .StatUs
social competency

cognitive_
e Social-emotion7.1
o- motoric

language

primary-handicapt
severity level

preVious:prograM.
experienCe

chronological age

attitudes and charaoteris- family characteristics
tics of the cfiild's family o structure

-income :
_ occupation

ethnicity
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contribute to developmental progres-s of the child. Four kinds of

data were collected: demographic characteristics (education,

salary, certification, and previous experience with the handicapped),

values toward educat.ion and the center program (perceptions of

organizational.support and education values), attitude towards the

concept of mainstreaming handicapped children, and class enrollment.

Demographic Characteristics

Five specific variables were identified as key demographit

characteristics of teaching staff which might, contribute. to dif-

ferences by.program type or to the developmental progress of handi-

capped children.

Education level! Table 4.29 presents the educational levels of-

teachers for the sampled handicapped population. Dramatic differ,

eriCes are evident by program type.- Most of the. non-Head art

sample of teachers are college graduates (81.4%) compared wit only

about one third of. thelHead Start sample -(38.9%). The modal

tional level (most frequent) for-Head Start teachers is "some

college," for. non-Head Start teachers it is "post graduate study."

Only 3.4 percent of the non-Head Start sample have a high school

degree as their highest level of educational - attainment -, compared

with 10.8 percent in Head Start.

TABLE 4.29

DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE BY EDUCATION
LEVEL OF TEACHER

Education Level of Teacher

Program Type

Head Start Non-Head Start
: of Column % of. Column

Total.

Some High SchoOl

High school Graduate

Some College
_

Associate Degree:

Bachelor's Degree

Postgraduat,Study

.100.0
(N.429) ,

3.3 /

(N.14)i

7.5 :\.

(N.32) \

40.S . \

(N.173) \_

10.0
(N.43) \

21.7
(N=93):

17.2- '

(N -74) .--

100.0
(N.353)

.

3.4
(N=12)

13.3
(N=47)

2.8
(N=10)

31.4
(N=111)

49.0
(N;173)
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This dramatic difference in level of education is coupled with

additional differences in\sDecialization areas. Table 4.30 shows

that almost half of the non-Head Start teachers (44.20) have degrees
, -

in special education, compared with only S.1 percent of Head Start

teachers. The most common degree area in Head Start is early child-

hood education.

TABLE 4.30
DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE AND SPECIALIZATION

AREAS FOR COLLEGE GRADUATES

Specialization Area

L Head Start
% of Column

Program Type

. Non-Hcmd Start
% of Column

Total 100.0 100.0.

(N=429). (N=355)

NO DEGREE 49.4 . 13.3
(N=212) (N-47)

Special Education 5.1 44;2
(N =22) (N=156)

Early Childhood Education 26.1 18.1
(N=112) (4=64)

Other Degree Area 13.5 22.9

(N=58) (N=81)
.._

Not Specified 5.3 1.4 .

(N=25) (N =5)

This educational level and specialization information indi-

cates that-non-Head Start programs tend to employ college educated

Special education personnel, while Head Start prograMs tend to.

-employ.non-college degreed teachers.' While this indicated signi-

ficant differences in the type ofteaching.staff, it may.also re-
.

flect even more- important differences in the programs themselves.

This-is discussed in greater detail in the.settion on PROGRAM

CHARACTERISTICS.

Certification.. Table 4:31 -Shows programs with State certified.

teachers. One fourth as many Head Start teachers (13.8%) are

.certified by their State education. agency as are.non-Head Start

teachers (56.1%). Again, this differente may reflect more iMportant

and overriding program differences, and is discussed in more ..detail

later.
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TABLE 4.31

DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE BY TEACHER CERTIFICATION

Teacher Certified by State
Far Teaching Handicapped Children

Program Type

Head Start Non-Head Start

% of Column t of Column

Total

Yes

100.0
(N=429)

13.8.
(N=S9)

86.2
(N=37G)

f

100.0
(N=353)

56.1
(N=198)

43.9
(1=15S)

ExDerience. with preschool handicapped- Teachers in.both types of

programs appear to have essentially similar backgrounds with pre-

school handicapped Children. This is shown in table 4.32. Only

13.9 percent of Head .Start teaches and 9.4 percent of non-Head

Start teachers' have had no previous experience with handicapped

preschoolers prior to the current program they are teaching in,

While the non-Head Start sample has had slightly more volunteer

experience (36.8% compared with 27.0%) the amount of teaching and

claSstoom aide experience is very similar. !Although the types of

experience and contact does not appear to be different for the two

programs, there are small differences in the overall :amount of'

experience.. Table: 4.33 shows the years of .experience working with

hanlicapped Children. Head Start programs tend to have fewer

teachers with less than One year experience (9.8% compared-with

17..) for non-Head Start teachers) and more teachers with five

-yews or more experience (33.3% compared with 22.9%). In other

words, the element of teaching experience with the handicapped

preschoOl child tends to favor.Head Start. This may reflect-age

differences of teachers, rates of personnel turnover, or other

-differences related to characteristics of the programs themselves.
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TABLE 4.32

DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE BY TYPE OF PRIOR EXPERIENCE
ly,ITH HANDICAPPED CHILDREN FOR TEACHERS

.61e of Prior Experience With Handi-
capped Children

Program

Head Start .

t of Sample* .

N=429

Type

Non-Head Start
of Sample*

.-333

Total 100.0 100.6
.,429) (N.353)

N previous experience 13.9 9.4

(N=60) (N.33),

Volunteer experience 27.0 36.8

(N -116) (N.130)

Teaching 61.8 ' 58.6

(N=265) (N.207)

Aide 21.5 19.3

(N=92) (N.70)

Parent 14.5 7.1

(N =62) (N.25)

Sibling 3.9 4.5

(N.17) (N.16)

Other 17.5 41.1

(N.75) (N.145)

*Respondents could have experience in more than One category, so totals do not

sum to sample N.

TABLE 4.33

AMOUNT OF PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE W:TH PRESCHOOL
HANDICAPPED CHILDREN BY PROGRAM TYPE

Program Type

Amunt of Experience :lead Start. Non-Head Start

% of Column tof Column

'Total 100.0 -160.0 . '.

-- (?1.429) (N=553)

Less than 1 year 9.8 17.:,

(N.42) (N.61)

I to 2 -i-ears 23.8 2.6.6

(N.102 (N..94)

3 to 5 years . 33.1 33.1
(N.142) (N -117)

More than 5 years 33.3 22.9
(' 4..143) (N-811--



Salarv. Teacher salary is shown in Table 4.34. As .might be ex-

pected from difference- in the education levels, there are pro-

nounced differences in salary levels for Head Start and non -Head

Start- programs. .Veryfew Head Start teachers (4.9%) receive a

salary in excess of 512,000 while 17 percent of non-Head. Start

-.teachers receive salaries at that level. Many Head Start teachers

.(40.6%) receive less than $5,000 while only 7.1 percent of non-Head

Start teachers are paid that amount.. The difference_is best

illustrated by the fact that 70. percent of Head Start teachers re-

ceive less than $7,000 while 73.7 percent of non-Head Start

teachers receive more than $7,000.

TABLE 4.34

DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE BY TEACHER-SALARY

Teacher Salary

Program Type

Head Start NonrHead Start
% of Column % of Column

Tatar

Unspecified

5 5,000 cr less

$ 5,000 to S 7,000

S 7,000 to imp()

510,000 to 512,000

Over 512.000

'100.0 100.0
(N.429) (N.353)

0.5 1.4
(N.2) , (N.5)

40.6 7.1
(N.174) (N =25)

30.5
(N.132) i (N.63)

15.5 34.5
(N.72) (N.121}'

6.5
(N.28)

4.9
(N.21)

Class enrollment

Table 4.35 presents average class enrollments for each program.

The special education emphases which were discussed earlier in

educational specialization areas, are again reflected in the enroll-

ment figures. Head Start children are predominately non-handicapped

4.50



TABLE 4.35

MEAN ENROLLMENTS FOR HANDICAPPED AND NON-HANDICAPPED
CHILDREN -BY PROGRAM TYPE

Children

Protzreal Type

-Head Start Non-Head Start !
Mean per Class Mean per Class t

, .

All children per Blass

Non - handicapped per class

Handicapped..only per class

21.1

17.4

3.7

I.

13.1

2.3

.10.8 I

with an average of only 3.7.handicapped children per -class. On the

other hand, the non-Head Start childreh are predOminately handi-1

capped. They average:10.8- handicapped-children'in each class of 13

Children. The non-Head Start. classrooms tend to be staffed by

special education teachers (who -are incidentally considerably better

paid than Head Start teachers). and tend to deal almoSt exclusively.
,

with handicapped children.

Since initialreview of these six demographic .variables in-

dicates that they all show strong potential for differentiating

between the two program types, a discriminate analysis was computed

to deterinine the key,variables. These data. art presented in

Tabl 4.36. All of the-prespecifiedvariablesshow statistical

sign ficance as predictors for the .discriminate function, which ,is.

relw ively powerful (Wills' Lambda = 0.4314; Chi square = 659.485,

significance :.000) and explains 57.3 percent of-the variance

(Cannonical correlation.= .757; r = .573). Almost 90 percent of

the teachers are correctly classified by program type using this .

discriminate function. This extremely-high rate of tlassifiation
,

indicates that eachof,the specified variables have substantially.

difEerent effects for each program'.

Because it is necessary, for -practi al iurposes to reds: c -rhe.

:lumber ..of variables. considered for.incI sion in-the finalanlvsis.

-efcrt, one variable-tay be considered for elimination:'. certifica-

tion of--the teacher. Table 4...36 show that the first three. variable$

:'. (handicapped enrollment, total enrol ment ind teacher salary) each



TABLE 4.36

.

DISCRIMINATE FUNCTION TO PREDICT TYPE OF PROGRAM MEMBERSHIP
FOR DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHERS

Variables-

P

Statistic
Wilks'
Lambda Significance

Standardized
Discriminate
Coefficients

Significance of
Change by Adding
This Variable

Handicapped Enrollment 312.116 .7142 <.001 4- .5956 .<.000

Total F,:nrollment 323.188 .5048 <.001., - .5508 <.000

Teacher-Salary- 104.417 : .4451 -<.001- 4. .2616 <.000

Teacher Educational
Leycl 8.449 .4403 <.001 4. .0736 <.000

Experience with Pre-
school Handicapped
Clrildren 6.342 .4367 <.001 - .0761 <.000

Certified. 4.163 .4314 <.001 .0675 -.002

Wilks Lambda 0:4314
Chi' Squared y 69.485
Significance = <.000

Canonical Correlation .757

. .5730 or 57.31r variance explained

Actual Membership Predicted Membership.. . .

Non -Head Start Head Start
of Row , of Row

Nun-pond Start 87.0 13.0.

(N'307) (N.46)7

-Head Start
. 7.7 92.3

. (N.33) (N396).,

Percent correctly classified (cOrrec,ted for unequnl group .size) = 89.9%.

substantially reduce Wilks'-Lambda (the measure of poWer for the

discriminate function). -Aithough :the.other three'vatiables (educa-

tion level, experience, and certification) all contribute "change"experience,

in the function WhiCh is statistically significant, they do not

greatly reduce Wilks' Lambda either individually or as a group.

Since the purpose of-calculating the discriminate function iS'to

identify ihOse few key variables which differentiate-between groups

(rather than:Creating,a prediction equation),-one of these iattez

three variables shoUId be discounted fi:Om the final analysis .effort:.

certifiCation of- teacher. inclusion of the first three variables

accounts fdr almost al.,: aVailable variance, and two" of the r4tter

.three. variables add Slightly to the power:of the futction.
.
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Attizudes and Values of Teachers

Three,measures of attitudes- and values toward_education-and

toward the specific program the teacher works in were used. Two

measures were obtained from the two scales contained in the

Schaefer Teacher Inventory. The "General" scale assesses attitudes

towards parents, 'conferences, and roles of the parents and home

enVironment in the child's learning. The "Education" scale assesses

attitudes toward authority, learning styles and discipline; The

third measure'is the Schaefer Teacher Perception of Center Environ-

ment which assesses the teacher's perceptions of organizational

support-, control, and climate. Differences between programs have

already been detailed in terms of selection biases for the popula-

tion served, family characteristics, and certain demographic charac-

terizations of teachers. To the extent that teacher attitudes,

which can be expected to affect developmental progress of the child,

differ with respect to program-type; then, the true effects of the

program are additionally obscured by the attitudinal variables of s-

teachers. The following review is intended to identify those atti-
-

,tudes:which differ by type,of program.

Schaefer Teacher Inventory

Table 4.37 shows the mean, scores of ach of the Schaefer

Teacher Inventory scales by program type. The largest 'mean differ-
_

ence occurs on the second scale of the,"generall section (importance

of home learning; mean difference = .75) and,on the third and Ourth

scale$ of the.'"EduCation"-section-(children learn passively and

children shbuld be treated uniformly; mean differen'Ces 2.45 and 3.46

respectively) .° These differences reflect significant attitudinal

variation by program type. Head Start_teachers consistently show

more positive attitudes in these areas than non- Head -Start teachers.

\
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TABLE 4.37

MEAN SCORES ON SCHAEFER. TEACHER _INVENTORY BY PROGRAM TYPE

Schaefer Teacher Inventory Scales**

.Program Type Minimum
Possible
-Score

Maximum
Possible
Score

Head Start
Mean Score

;Von -Head Start
Mean Score

GENERAL

Uselessness of p-t conferences 4.39 4.19 -3 (disagree) 15 (agree)

Importance of home learning 11.88 11.13 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)

Skills and comfort writ , parents 13.30 -12.89 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)

Parents' appreciation of teachers 12.89 12.29 3 (disagree) 15 (agree).

Difficulty with parents of children
with problems 6.05 6.83 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)

Reluctance to teacher parents 5.03 5.16 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)

Discomfort with parents .5.28 5.71 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)

EDUC.ATION

Parental authority is absolute A.28 7.00 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)

children basically good 12:S6 11.42 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)

Cildren learn passively *10.81 8.36 3,(1isagree)- 15 (agree)

Children should be treated uniformly *17.53 14.07 5 (disagree) 25 (agree)

Irritability with children 8.86 8.92 i'(disagree) 15 (agree),

Teacher's authority is abiolute . 11.45 10.11 . 4 (disagree) 30 (agree)

*Scales with the largest mean differences.

**High scores reflect more positive attitudeS; low scores reflect more negative attitudes. Because sane,

scales have a'differmit number of items, and therefore different high-low ranges, scores on one scale

cannot Always be compared to scores on another scale.
-

-Schaefer Teacher Perception of Center Environment
/

The mean scores for the three scales of this measure are. pre

srited in Table-4.38. The participatiOn-non-participation scale

shOws the' largest mean difference (3.99) with Head Start teachers

indicating-a-higher feeling Of participation in center activities.

ThiS would seem to be an important morale -area and differences by

program type could be important-to control fbr.

A separate discriminate function was calculated on these

attitude scales to verify indications that Certain attitude vari-

ables were differentially represented in each program.' These.data

are_presented in Fable :4.39. A total-of 11 vari!ables contributed

.signifiCant_effects to the d scriminate function which only_ reduced

_ .
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TABLE 4.38

MEAN SCORES FOR THE SCHAEFER TEACHER PERCEPTION OF
CENTER ENVIRONMENT BY PROGRAM TYPE

.

Schaefer TeaCher Perception of

Program Type

Head Start Non-Head Start
Center Environment** Mean Scores Mean Scores

Internal Support-nonsupport 54.32 52.28

Participation-nonparticipation* 35.92 31.93

Centro1=ComplianiCe:' 43.79 40.95

*Largest mcaniAiifference.

"High scores,reflect more positive attitudes; {ow scores reflect.
more r.:gatiire attitudes. Because each., scale has. a differertt
number of Items,.and.therefore different high-low ranges,
comparisons can only he made relative to one scale at a time.
Scores on'one scale cannot be compared to sceres on another scale.

TABLE 4'-39

DISCRIMINATE FUNCTION TO PREDICTVYPE OF PROGRAM MEMBERSHIP
FOR ATTITUDES/VALUES- THE. TEACHER

F

Variables Statistic
Wilks'
Lambda

.

Significance

Standardized
Discriminate
Coefficients

Significance of
Change by Adding
This Variable

Children Learn Passively ) 104.850 .8815 k.000 -.5344 <.000

Pa=ticipation 39:233 .8839- .000 .- .3478 c.100

i:aportonce of Home '.earning 16.481 .8218 :000 - .2559 '<.000

Children should be treated
uniformly 12.237 .8091 k.000, - .2727 <.000

Children arc basically good 5.786 .8031 1<.000 - .1732 ' .007

Teacher authority is
absolute . 3.993 .7989 " .c.ono + .1859 . . .025

Uselesenes,i of parent
conference 2.945 .8959 <.000 - .1833 - *654

Parent appreciation of
_teacher . 4.642

'
.7912 <.000,.. - .1267, - .015

Difficulty with parents of
" O -

problunchi1drim ,.. 2.469 .7887 <.0.00 -4. .1060 - .076

Irritability With children 1.764 .7869 <.000 4...0965 4 - - ;132

Centro 1 .Coraril lance 1.965 -.7858 <.000 - .0337 := .240

Wilke' Lambda =0.7858
Chi Squared = 186..697
Significance - -.0001

Canonical. Correlation = .163

rZ. - .2144 or 21.41 variance explainLd

[-Actual Membership
...
:

Predicted Membership

Non-Head Start Head Start
t_of Row -t of Row

Non-Head Start

Head Start

-616:9
(N=236)

26.6
. (N -114)

33.1
..-: (N=117)

....

73.4
(N=315)

Percent correctly classified .(corrected for unequal group size) 70.51.
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Lambda to .7i358 and only explains 21.4 percent of the variance

in pram Taembetship (canonical.correlation = 463 r
2 = .214).

While ,,,21.11 v-eiableS have statistically significant effects, only

-tle first 47'17- variables (children learn passively, participation,

importance home learning, and treat children uniformly) have

change effects greater than .001 probability. These first four

variables reduce:Wilksi. la.mb6ato .8091 and the addition of all

other seven variables.to-the 1:unction.only results in an additional

reduction to 7858 For pl.:poses' of simplifying analysis efforts,

these first---foUr'vatiai'les .iould be retained in efforts to

statistically control or systematic program differences.

'Attitudes Towards Mainstreaming

The :reacher Atti.r.ude and qpinion Interview was discussed in,.

Chapter 3. The two subscales appeared to measure different attitudes

and it was recommended that they be treated as independent measures.

Scale I measures-attitude toward's the concept of mainstreaming and

Scale IL assesses, the perception of constraints to mainstreaming.

efforts. .' Table 4:40 present 4 the mean scores for Scale (attitude

towards mainstreating) by handicapping condition and program type.

TABLE 4'.40'-

.MEAN. SCORES ON ATTITUDE TOWARDS MAINSTREAMLNG* BY
PROGRAM TYPE ANDJIANDICAPPING ::ONDITTON

, .

landicappingConditiun ,
. P.rogram.Typ

Head Start Non-Had Start
. , .

Mean Score Mean Score

VisUallyimpaired

Sind

Hearing impaired

Deaf

Physical handicap

Speech impaired

-51:3 19:3
(.N=20)

24.5
(N.1)

57.1
.-.(N=11)

52.4 .

58:0
.

(N=30)

29.1 .
44.0

Health or _developmentall>,.. impaired

Mentally. retarded

3pocifiZ le4r11ng

Serious emotional disturbance

\

(N=17.4)

27.1
(N=7.4)

:3.8 '

(N=A9),-=

55.0

(N.50)

(I.451)

50.9
(=19)

58:1

(N=55)

.1

' 1

*Midimum possible score:. I: :dost positiv attitude to-wards 'm'aid-,:.

streaMinQ
Maximum possible score: 31 least attitude'toards main-

_ itreamihq. .
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With the 'exception -of some variability. in the low incidence handi-

caps,. the Head Start teacher show substantially lower scores

(more positive attitude towards mainstreaming) than do non-Head

Start teachers. Differences vary from as little as five points.

(earning disability) to as large as 2.2 points (mentally retar

This more positive attitude toward the concept- of main- streaming
-

may be due to any number of factors/ , Possible explanations could

be that the populations serviced- by Head Start are less severely

handicapped so they are easier to mainStream_;_in_-service training

efforts may be more directed to this topic; mainstreaming occurs

naturally within Head 3tart and it" is therefore not a- "new" con-

cept; or the highly probable indication that. all but a very few

-mainstreamed children are Head. Start childrenonly, therefore giving

the'Head Start teachers more experience and exposure to the main-
,

streaming isspeS. Regardless of the Sourte-oT this_a.ttitude_differ-
,I

ence, the presence of the difference is important..

This attitude difference between Head Start and. nonHead Start

prograMs documents effects of.the programs.whith are demonstrably

-different, It .will be crucial to statistically.contrOl for these..

differences when condUcting-comparisonS between-groups.o This pre-.

--test:attitude difference also suggests thatwhen conducting within-

_ groups .analyses for pretest-posttest'aifferenceS, the results may be

expected to Vary by program typenon-Head Start programs can im-

prove (have more positive attitudes) quite a bit more than Head

.,-.Start programs who already have positive attitudes.

Mean scores for Scafe II (perceived- constraints to mainstream- .

in,,) are shown in Table 4.41-. 'Mean diffefpnces are very small for

this measure. A, difference Of-2.5-is the largest (for mentally

retarded) and most differences are 1,0 or less. Differences be-

tween\programs are not large enough to consider' efforts for

.

statistical controls to be warranted. 'However since a more-favor-

able 'attitude towards mainstreaming is often a le3dred goal of many

programs, even small changes in attitude toward mainstreaming (as-

measured by_Scale I) may improve the '"treatment effects" of each



TABLE 4.41

MEAN SCORES ON PERCEIVED CONSTRAINTS TO MAINSTREAM* BY
PROGRAM TYPE AND. HANDICAPPING CONDITION

HandiCapping Condition

Visually impaired

Blind

Hearing Impaired

Deaf

Physical handicap

(Speech impaired
.J 1

Program- Type

Non-Head Start
Mean Score

Head Start.
.Mean Score

Health or developmentally impaired,

1 1

Mentally retarded

Specific learning, disability
5erious'emozionaldisturbance

26.3
,(N=20)

27.5
(N-2)

24.0 26.0
(Nal) :(N=2)

25.7 24.6
(N -19) (N"11)

19.8 () 20.0
(N=5) (N -2)

26.6 25.7
(N -80) (N=52)

25.8
(N -124)

24.7
(N=53)

26.5 25.0
(N=74) (NA30)

25.4 :2.9
(N -49) (N -129)

24,5
(N -27)

23.5
.(N=24)

25.2 23.9
(N=30) (N=9)

*Minimum possible score: 5 (Large number of perceived constraints'

Maximum possible score: 35 (Few perceived constraints)

program over 'a long period. Attitudes of long standing however,

change sloilly and sometimes very minutely, if at all If there-are

certain other measures which,may change more easily and which may

also serve as precursors to changes or indicators-of change in more

deeply embedded attitudes, then it'is.possible thatcthese other

measures because of-their sensitivity to early change, could serve

as alternate-measures. Scale II measures changes in\the teachers

identification of fewer obstacles to mainstreaming. To the extent

that 'fewer perceived obstacles is an early indicator,of attitude ,

change toward mainstreaming then Scale II may provide an efficient

measure for this Since it may serve as a good indicator of early

attitude changes which is in progress or is just developing, Scare-
.

II should be retained as a secondary dependent measure in order to

estimate time-lagged effects.



'Summary and RecomMendations

Attitudes, values, and characteristics of teachers have no less

'importance in determining the eventual-effects of a program, than

does the curriculum that is taught to the child or the services

received by 'the child and family. To the extent that programs

-select teachers with-diff&rsh,tcharacteristics, or by virtue of

low rates of personnel turnover, they modify certain characteristics

of their teachers, then the_ resulting "effects" of the respective-

programs are also modified. Where these differences can be detected,

it is crucial to "control for their systematic effecti. Such dif-

ferences were found in some key characteristics of teaching staff.
.

These-characteristics require statistical 'Corrections in the analysis

for between-group comparisons.,- and'Will require interpretation con-

siderations for within-group compari'Sons.: Those'key,characteristics

are:

Demographic characteristics-7enrollent:levels,
teacher salary, teacher education level, and
experience with/Prescheol handicapped. children:
vary dramatical.y by program type,. Special
statistical controls are necessary to equali:Le
teachers on these variables and interpretations
.of,the results will require caution.

Attitudes toward education and parents--Four
attitude indicators -(children learn passively..
.participation,\importance of home learning-, and

children shouldbe.treatectunifOrMly)..show major
dif(ferences-y program type,,. requiring statistical
cOntrels for group.coMparisons.-

Attitude toward mainstreaming--there are two findings
of note on this measure:

-1. The attitude-measure directly assessing the
concept' of Mainstreaming suggests-substantial
differenceslpy-programtype.: However, .since
mainstreamingois almost totally. confounded by.

'prOgram type (Table 4.46) for purposes-of group
Comparisons; mainstreamng will be considered
as a'treatment effect (this is discussed
in greater detail in the next section, PROGRAM
CHARACTER,TSTICS). .

The attitude measure assessing precursor atti-
tudes (obstacles to mainstreaMing) shows.no-
group differences, but may serve as a time-
lagged-:estimate of potential,changes in atti--

tdestoward mainstreaming. This measure will
be `retained as a secondary dependent variable:
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CHARACTERISTICS.OF PROGRAMS

Certain characteristics of the programs sampled for the study

may have significant effects on outcome measures or may be systemat-

ically different for Head Start and-non-Head Start programs. .Such

characteristics as the size of the program, the amount of available

funds, or the amount of staff for example, could systematically

effect the amount .or quality offservices provided to the-handi-

capped-child Since such differences. in instruction are presumed-to

effect developmental progress as assessed by the dependent measures,

it is crucial to identify differential program effects and to control

for their systematic effects_. Data on two types of-program variables

:4ete collected on a subset of participating programs. Some programs,

were unable to supply the necessary data. Those variables were:

charactetistics of the programs (enrollment levels, budgets, main-.

streaming options., and staff);. and adj-unctive variables to programs

(amount of parent participation, training, and related services).

Characteristics of Programs

These demographic characteristics roughly_categorize programs

byvariableS-which tend net to fluctuate from year to year and are.

generally stable throughout any given year. While a given prog-ram

.night make changes in-curriculum materials_from-one year to the

next, for example, that program tends not to change curricula fre-

,
quentiy during an academic year. Five specific variables are

addressed in this regard-: budget, enrollment levels, curriculum,-

training needs, and mainstreaming options.

Budget. Table 4.42 Presents program budgets expressed-as pet-,

child eXpenditures and shows that the majority of Head Start pro-

grams (56%).have expenditUres within the $1,00-O to $1,500 per child

_range:. Howevr, most of the non-Head Start programs have per child_

expenditures'above.S2,S00 (64.995). -These differences in the rela-

tive expenditures per child reflect substantial differentes.in -the

capability-of some programs to utilize other resources,-. maintain

teaching staff, provide training, and conduct other. .Upgrading
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TABLE 4.42

PER CHILD EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM TYPE

Budget
. LEmanIms

Head Start Nan-Head Start
4 of ColuMn 1 of Column

Total 100.0 100.0
- (N.53) (. .48)

$ 500 per child or less 9.4 12.5
(N =5) (N.6)

S 501 to 51,000per child 5.6 2.1-

'.. .
(N=3) (N=1) -,

51,001 to 51,500 per child 56.6 4.2
(N =30) (N=2)

$1,501 to 52,500 per child 20..8 16.7
(N.11) .(N=8)

52,501 to 55,000_per-Ehild 5.6 22.9
. (N.3) (N*11)

Over 55,000 per child. 1.8 41.7
(N .1) (N.20)

*Two non-Head. Start pTograMs did net report these data.-

v7
levels-:. Overall enrollment levels for programs are

-sewn in Table 4.43. Almost all of the non-Head Start programs

(91.5%) have total enrollments of less than 100,children, while

Head Start programs are,fairly equally distributed between less

than 100 children and up to 1000. Given that many non-Head Start

programs havesmaller budgets than Head_ Start programs, this-

smaller-overall enrollment is consistent.

TABLE 4.43

ENROLLMENT LEVELS BY PROGRAM TYPE

Enrollment. Cevels Prograi Type

Head Start Non-Head Start
3 of column 3 of column

Total

Less than 100 children

100.0
(N.53)

26.8
(N=11)

100.0 f

(N1.47)

(N=43).

100 to 500'. children 33.9 4.3
(N=1S)

250 to SOU children
7(N=l2)

300 to 1,000 children 18.9 2.1
(N=10) 1)

Over 4,000 2.1
(N=2) (!1= I)

*Three non -Head Start 1.;rograMS did'rlot report these data.
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Table. 4.44.shows the enrollment of handicapped children. The

(frequenCy',of high and low enrollments for handicapped children is

consistent across program types. However, since the Head Start and

inOn-Head Start programs have similar enrollments of handicapped

(children, -but the non-Head 5Nyt programs have a smaller overall

enrollment, then the higher concentration of handicapped children is

[
in the non -Head Start programs. This indicates that the non-Head

i
Start programs are actually segregated programs with few, if any,

opportunities for mainstreaming for their.handicapped children.

i
This confirms the discussion of the previous section (ATTITUDES,AND

CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHERS) in-which average class enrollments

(Table 4.351 were shown to be smaller for non-Head Start programs.

and to be comprised almost exclusively of handicapped children.

TABLE 4.41

HANDICAPPED ENROLLMENT LEVELS BY PROGRAM TYPE

Handicapped Enrollment Program-Type

Head Start. Non-Head Start
of column 93 of column

Total .

Less than

25 to 50

-SO to 100

100.0 .T

(N=53)

25 50.9
(N=27)

24.5
, (N=13)

18.9

, '100.0 -*

(N=47)

55.5
(N.27)

29.7
(:+ =l4)

3.5
;N..10) (N=4)

100 to 300 3.8 4.2
'(N=2) (N7-2')

Over 300 l'.9 2.1
(N..1). 0-1-Y

*-Three non-Heaa Start programs did not report these-data.-

Mainstreaming Options. Information on the extent of ,main-

streaMing used by each program was assessed from two sources: pro-

gram directors who reported on the Use.of.mainstreaming:throughout

.their program; and the teachers report of whether the handicapped

child being studied was mainstreamed or not, Table 4.45presents

the information reported by ptotzram directors on the availability

Emd use of mainstreaming-throughout their programs-- Actording to

-these directOrS, all Head Start programs mainstream their handi-

capped children while one half of the non-Head Start programs
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TABLE 4AS

NATURE OF MAINSTREAMING BY PROGRAM TYPE

Nature of Mainstreaming . Program

Head Start
% of Programs

Type

Non-Head Start
t of Programs

Total 100.0 100.0
(N*53) (N=47) .-

Not mainstreamed * 56.3
(N.27)

Mainstreamed for Non-classroom- * 2.1 .

activities ,
(N=1)

Mainstreamed 100:0 41.:7 _

(N=53) . (); "20)

of "mainstreamed only for
each Program-

Complete mainstreaming of handi- .35.9 .40.0

capped child into a regular
classroom (no supportive
services provided)

Complete mainstreaming of handi-
capped child into a regular
classroom with supportive
assistance provided -by a
specialist

(N=19)

79.3
(N=42)

(N=S)

60.0
(N=12)

.

Comple e mainstreaming of handi- ,--22.6 25.0.

cappe children in a classroom
where regulat classroom\I
teacher and a snecfal education
teacher cooperdiively work with
alLchildren (a team arrange-
ment); .

(N=12) (N=5)

Ftlicr-seInainstreaming in which : 5.7 15.9
normal children become part of
a speci 1 education 'class.

(N=3) (N=3)

Partial mai streaming where 15.1 30.0
handicapp 4 children are-in a
special echication class but go
to mainstreamed classes for one

(N..8) (Nw6)'

_

or -more regular classroom acti-
.,

vitieS
'

Handit-apped children receive 7.6 35.0
services from your program but
are not mainstreamed_

(Nw4). (N=7)

provide mainstreaming. The one half of the non-Head Start programs

who do not provide mainstreaming are categorical.programs that only

serve the handicapped. With-the exception of one option category,

the availability of mainstreaming options are very similar between

program types. The option:showing a slightidifference is the ls..wer
\

frequency of non-Head Start programs (60%)/which provide complete

mainstreaming to the handicapped with assistance from a specialist,

c,?mpared with the 'higher frequency for HOd Start- procrams. (79.30).



The second source of information on mainstreaming is the child's

teacher. These data are presented in Table 4.46. According to the

teachers 98.8 percent. of all Head Start handicapped children are

mainstreaMed compared with only 13.3 percent from non-Head Start

programs.

TABLE 4.46

DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE BY WHETHER THE CHILD
MAINSTREAMED- -!AS REPORTED BY ThE TEACHER

IS

PROGRAM T\YIE

Head Start

Non-Head Start

I Not
Mainstreamed jMainstreamed

.% of Row % of Row % of Row

100.0 98.6 2.4

(N=429) (N=423) (N=6)

100.0 13.3
(NI=353) I (N=47)

86.7
(N=305),

For sOme reason, mainstreaming'is used by the non-Head Start proms

grams at a considerably lower rate than it is reported to be avai'l

able. This may reflect severity level. (the mortseverely handi-

capped the child the more difficult to mainstream) or the self

contained (and probably isolated) nature, of the non-Head Start

prograMs". The non-Head Start programs, as relatively segregated'

._.programs, tend to be housed' an facilities with their own support

services.. State or community mental lhospitals, for example, have

little mainstreaming opportunity.

Table 4.47 presents the distribution of severity level for

each handicapping condition according to whether the child is main-
,

streamed or not. The percentage of children in each handicapping'

condition and at each level of severity who ARE NOT mainstreamed

(those handicapped children who are in self contained or segregated

classes) is subtracted from the percentage of children whO ARE

mainstreamed. The table shows the differenc s'between the percent-

of non-mainstreamed and mainstreamed children for each handicapping

condition and severity level. negative di erence (minus)

1 / 5

4.64 Jr
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DISTRIBUT ON OF HANTINAPPTNG CONDITION RY SEVERIT OF

HANDIC. FOR MATH STREAML.J COMPARED WITH NON MAIN-
REAMED 'CHILDREN*

TATLE 4.4:7

" /
/t-

HAN.DICAPPINC
morrim

Blind

.
trim eu

Deaf.

Physicallikniuricapped

Speech Diced

FICalth 'Developmentally
:waited

Mental4 Retarded
/

Sped/fie Learning Disability

Serius Emotional Disturbance
s

5tVER1TY MEL 0FlUNDICAP

tYild '!ioderate Severr ProfrtL:

-1.3 -17.5 '5.3.

1+47.47

r24.4

17.3

19.9 .

-9.7

12c1.9

1.5 1.4

48.8 -15.4.

6.5

-1.1

-3.3

:23.1

-40.2'

U

-19.2

-16.2

-4.6

-5.3

2.6

rcent of chaldren.w1th h.-indica" Who arc'mainstrewted minus portent of
ildren with "!:" handicap who are not maanstrtamed.

indicates that/more children are in a'segregated setting; a positive

difference (plus) indicates that more children in this cateogy are"
/

mainstreamed/

/ The tab/le shows that for some handicapping conditiOns the

severity 1 el and whether the child is mainstreamed or not are

'highly co ounded9 -Hearing impaired, physically handicapped, speech

/ impaired, and health or developmentally impaired all show consistent

confound0g, by severity level and mainstreaming. If all "severely

hearing 'impaired's cases are selected for special analysis, this

would bie almost the same as selecting only mainstreamed hearing

impair/6d casesand the non-mainstreamed (or profoundly handicipped)

would not be included in that selection. Any effects that would be

iden ifiedt/ \
could not clearly be attributed to the level,of severity

of tle child, since the,effects may also be the resu1t of being

enr _led i a mainstream program.

/
j While -t is important to distinguish between the effects of

/P °grams, tie effects of and the effects of levels

if severity, to a certain extent these effects can only be esti--

4
,

ated from tI e given data 6ince.mainstreaming is_ confounded by.'



program type.(98% of all Head.Start programs mainstream thei.rchil-
,

dren compared with only 13% of ron-Head Start programs), mainstream-

_
ing'itself,must-be considered' as a treatment effect which is'present

t

.

in Head Start and absent.in.non-Head Start programs.

Also, 'evidence of small,dev:ations tends"to 'confirm earlier

suspicions of some operational difficulty with the concept of

"severity." For example, Table. 4.47 shows that most "mildly

learning disabld" are i- segregated settings while most :'moderately

learning disablei d" are in mainstream classes. As discussed pre-

viously, level of severity was ascertained via teacher judgment, and

it can be expected that the criterion referent for severity level

for mainstreamed teachers is different from teachers in a segre
,

gated setting. In other wdrds, a teacher in a mainstream setting

could be expecred\to rate the severity level of a_ given child dif-

ferently from the severity 'level/rating assigned to-the same-child'

1Sys.a teacher in a segregated setting. These variables (which 'show

.evidence-Of con/founding) must be.carefullY Considered in conducting

between-group comparisons, and may deserve special posttest consid--

erations.

Curriculum. Table 4.8 shows that the percentage of programs

electing to use standardized cUrriculaeis similar for both Head

Start and non-Head Start/Programs (69.8% and 72.3% espectively);

However, the non -Head. Start programs appear to have many more

standardized curriculae available to choose from. While the

Peabody wasselected./by comparable percentages from both programs

(72.9% and 67.7% respectively) the nan -Head StArtAprograms have much

higher selection rates for all other curricularch6ices (with the

notable excepticln of the LAP-C)._ Overall, it apPear,s that the-Head

Start programs must make decisions concerning curriculum selection
a

from a much smaller pool of curriculum resources.' While'not im=
.

portant to statistically control for, this information may be im- -

portant in-analyzing and interpreting the final study findings.
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1
'TABLE 4,4,8

TYPE OF biRRICULUM BY PROGRAM TYPE

Curriculum
Head Start : Non-Head 4r:
t bf Column ,.'J of CotUmn

Total .,
.

Do not use any standardized'
curriculum ts'ith ilandicappea

Use standardized.curiliculum of one

or more kinds

----- -,..._

Portage

Peabody
.

.

.

Learning AccoMnishment Profile-
CurricUlum

Cognitive Upsilantil

; \
Montessori' ;

...

Frostig
,

Other Type

el

100.0 100.0 '

(N53) (N=471

30.2 77 7

(N.16) (N13)

69.8 72.3
(N.37) (N=34; .

,', of Programs Using
Srandardized_Curriculom.For

Zach Program.

29.7 50:0
(N.11) (N.17.1-

72.9 , 67.'7

(N -27) .(N.25)

45.9 52.4
(N.17) (N.11)

10.8 N 5.9
(N.2)'

10(281.'4) .' 26.5
_(N4) :.(N.SY

5.4 '?.
55.9.

(N.2) (N-19)

24.3 58:3
(N.9) (N.20)

Adjunctive Pro ram Variables

Certain variables are important to successful progress of the

child, but which are.indilectly related to direct services provided

to the child by the program. TheSe include parent participation,

training needs, and the coordination of other services

Parent. Participation in Program Activities. Table 4.49 shows_

the extent-of parent participation in the activitiesof the.pro-
,.

-

grams. gable AL;...iin the Appendix presents the `types of activities

parents Paric:16&...in by program type-. `There 'are no substantial

differences in the extehtof particpat on by-type of .program nor in

the types, of activities (see appendix). While this variable can-be%

ignored for purposes of-between-group-compdrisons, it may be import-

ant in examining within grOup progress and differential effectS of

parent.involvemeni efforts across programs. It is typical that

extensive parent involvement is,a goal of many preschool programs.
.

To, the extent that towards
: such a goal is important to

assess, then pretest-:postieSt comparison withih groupsmay be

important.

4..67 / 8
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TABLE 4.49

EXTENT OF PARENT PARTICIPATION BY PROGRAM TYPE

Extent of PartiLipation- ProeramTypc.

Head ;tart Non-Head
Of Column ;tof Co.lur.a

Total ,

No participation

100.0 /

. (N.429).

35.0 .
(N=150)

100.0
(N=37,5,_

.52.6,
(N=11.51

1 to 3 hours O'er month 37.5 40.5
(N.61) (N=1131

.

2 to 5 hours per week 16.1 18.1
(N -69) (N.P64)

6 -
4 or more' hours per week 11.4

- .(N.49)
8.8
(N.31) '

Staff for the. Handicapped Child and Training Requi ments of

Progral-. The Puiposes for ,which staff are employed and their own

perceived needs determined, to a large extent, inservice training

requirements of the -programs. Table 4.50 shows that progrAms who

employ staff exclusively for working with the handicapped are

primarily non-Head Start programs :

TABLE 4.50

PROGRAMS EMPLOYING STAFF 'EXCLUSIVELY FOR, THE HANDICAPPED ONLY

Staff Employed for Handicapped
Only

Total.

Full -time teachers

Part-time tcachtrs

Full-time rescurces staff

Part-time resource staff,

Volunteers

Program Type

Head Si,art
of Programs

SOn-Had
% of'Prberam,.

7-1

No Staff employed for the
Handicapped ONLY

82.9
.

tipercent employ f4rIrliel-eacheriand 51',1 employ full time re-

100.0
(N.53)

26.1
(N.14)

21.5
.(N.13)

4; .2
(N25)-

43.4.
(12.51

(S.13)

22.6

-

101).0
(N.47).

82.9
(N=3

4/:6:

: (N=24)

59.6
(N:=26)

44.7
.(N.21).

12.6
(N=6)

soUrce staff Compared with- 26.4 percent and 4_7.2. percenirpet-.--

tively for -Head Start programs. This. might initially suggest that



the non4lead _Start programs. are larger, service more Children, and

have:larger staffs which are supported by larger bud ets. 'However,

as discussed previously they .tend to have small enrolments and be

funded at lower rates. The higher rate. of fulltime ste.ff for the

handicapped confirms previous findings that these progkams are more.'

oriented to only handicapped children.

The finding is substantiated again from perceived training

needs of the. staff (Table '4',.51).. Major differences in-perceived'

needs are in the areas of 'theorTand practice of mainstreaming and

in the understanding of handicapping conditions. Head Start.,

teachers more frequently indicate training needs in these areas (653,

and 73%) compared with non -Head Start teachers (34% and 26 %)..

Considering the education and specialization-areaS -(Tables ,..4.25.and

4.30-) the needs identified in these "special education areas" are:

certainly appropriate for Head-Start personnel who have very little,,

if any, special education .training.

. TABLE 4.51

DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE BY PREFERRED TRAINING NEEDS

Preferred Training Needs

Program Type

Head Start Non-Head Stnrt
t of Row 1-of Row

Total

'Knowledge of HQad .'tart Performance
Standards

ClasSroom Management

Individualized Instruction

Preparatjon oC individualized
Learning Objectives

Working with Parents.

Szratcgics to Recruit Hnndicapped
Children

-54reehing and Asseinment

e . Thelon' and Practice of Mainstreaming

Specific Training Tor ilandicapred
Conditions

Undersvinding-±andicainningConditions---

Other

L

54.9.. - -45.1-

. (N.429) (N=355)

54.7 45.3
(N.55)

44.6 , 53.1.

(X95) r:=118}

59.9 40.1

(N.145) (N=97)

46.0 54.0

(N=97) (,:111)

sa.a 41.,

(N.---),)

51.: 4R.R.

43.1

65.:
(!:=901

58.3/ 4r.6

`5 =177)
iN.676

/6.9 )5.'

4.69

.



Related services. Many services provided to the child are not

provided directly by the preschool prcigram in which\the.child. is

enrolled. Table 4.52 shows that approximately one third Of the

children sampled receive additional services (33.1% of Head Start

and 28.0% of non-Head Start). To the extent that these services

TABLE. 4.52

DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE AND GHILDREN'WHO RECEIVE ADDITIONAL
SERVICES BEYOND THOSE PROVIDED BY THE PROGRAM

Receivo Additiomil Services yrogramiType \

fiend Start non-ik..1 'itart

t or retisun t 01' Cults/yr

Yei

No

33.1

014Z1
66.)

IN.-2471

23.0

72 ;:92::).

TataL 100.0

(N-4:9)

\\

.

loo.o .
(. -SS31

facilitate child growth and development those:Children receiving

services, may experience special effects of these treatments. It

is possible that these related treatment effects might obscure more-

direct program related effects.

Table 4.53 presents information on the types of services

typically coordinated .by prograMs. A11 of the, services appear to

be utilized and coordinated equally by both Head Start and non-,Head\.

Start-programs- with the exception of those services oriented pri-

marily to the poverty. populations (food commodities,'food stamps,

medicaid, and special purpose agencies). As expected those mare

used more frequently -by Head Start programs;. and confirms previous

findings that the population serv,e& by. the two programs are markedly

different in terms of needs and resources.
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TABLE 4.53

COORDINATION 0EwSERVICES BY PROGRAM TYPE

Agency or Service Coordination Program Type

Occurs With Head Start Nen-Head Start

f Programs % df Programs

Private practitioner/consultant

Hospital

Health clinic or department (public or
state)

Mental health clinic or department (public)
or state)

Medicaid

Food Stamps Program

Food.Commodities

Special Purpose Agencies (Easter Seal,
Crippled Children Association, etc.)

Planned:Parenthood

Family, counseling agencies .

Day Care Program

Other Head Start programs

University affiliated facilities

Other

(N.53) 04"47)

86.8
(N=46)

82.9
(N=39)

73.6 63.9
(N=39) (N-,30)

92.5 85.1

(N=49) (N=40)

92.5 78.7

(N=49) (N.37)

79.3 44.7

(N -42) (N -21)

69.8 19.'"
(N.37) 6'9)

35.9 17.0
(N -19) (X=8)

68.1

(N"15) (N.32)

45.3 25.5
(X.24) (N.I2)

69.3 72.5

(N.57) (N.34)

56,6

(WOr
77.4

(N.41)

57.5
(N -27)

53.2

(N-S)

79.3 76.6
(N.42) (N.36)

45.3 38.3

(N=24) (14'18)

'Summary and Recommendations

Review of these demographic program characteritics and adjunc-

tive program variables confirms.previous indications that the two

program types are very different, both in terms of the populations

served and in terms' of the specific nature of the programs.theM,

.slves., The following conclusions require analytic considerations::
1

The mainstreaming efforl:'. for handicapped Children is'
'confounded with program type.

Severity level' is':

1:-. confounded with mainstreaming and-with program
type;-

2. -of'suspect validity.

-Dramatic differences in several variables confirm dif=
ferences in the scope and focus of programs and in the
identified primary. service populations:

.1. budget 'differences reflect, differing levels
of support;.

o
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One major

2. curriculum resources vary markedly by program

type;

3. perceived training needs, service coordination, and
staffing patterns consistently indicate different
service populations;

4. enrollment ratios of handicapped to non-handicapped
children confirm differences in populations served.

objective of the study is to provide comparative judgements

on the effects of Head Start and non-Head Start programs (and, where

possible, a non-served group). To enable this type of comparison

some special statistical and design considerations are necessary:

In order for the effects of, severity level to be
statistically controlled for (eliminating one major
confounding variable), valid- estimates must be
obtained. As stated earlier in. this chapter, post-
testmdata collection verify handicap severity.

Analysis alternatives will be designed which allow
for the anticipated difficulties in conducting all'
of the planned comparisons between groups. This,

could include:

1. Conducting extensive within-groups analyses' and

making certain between-groups,comparisons on a

conceptual basis only with little (or no) direct
statistical comparisons;. ,

.,..

2. Utilizing covariates (and, where possible, allow-

ing a single variable to serve as a "proxy" for

a group of variables) to statistically equalize

groups.

.19,y



CLASSROOM INTEGRATION

The Prescott-SRI Child Observation System was selected to be

used in collecting data related to a major outcome variable of the

study: .children!s .behavdor'and social interactions. This variable

was specified as a possible indicator of the impact a Head Start

or _non-Head Start program may have upon the handicapped children it

serves. Additionally, the measure provided data which helped to-

describe the-differential treatment -effects of programs. For

example, different types of programs' may enable or encourage

different kinds of child behaviors to occurat'differentfrequen-

cies. These differences in-rates of occurrence maybe related to

program variables, such as pupil/teacher. ratio or the ratio of

handicapped to non-handicapped.childrenin a given class. These

observation .clata were --recorded.on all 782-handicapped children in_

the Head Start and non-Head Start samples as well as a group. of 219

non-handicapped children.

The purpose of this section is to describe the procedures .

utilized in reducing the number of variables to be considered for

analysis and to identify group differences between the Head Start

and non-Head Start study samples for the Prescott -SRI data. As

previously discussed, it is important to identify any.pre-exiting

group differences so.that statistical or 'methodological techniqUes

can be utilized to control. for these differences: This section ih-.

cludes a brief description of the observation instrument, a review

of decisions related to analysis, a description of group differences

-.1?y certain key variables, and a discussionof proposed data reduc--

tion techniques.

Description of the Prescott-SRI Child Observation -stem

This obseryation system is used to record the nz__ure And kind

of activities and social interactions in which children. en(z,ge

withi- preschool environment. , The Prescott-SRI Child Observa-

-tion Lem is an, especially complex and comprehenive system which-
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requires coding a specific child's (focus child) behavior every 12

seconds during two separate 20-minute observation periods. The

=coding of child behaviors on, the,_ Prescott-SRI occurs-across three

dimensions of behavior:

1. child activity codes

2. object of the child's attention

3. activity continuity.

1. The child activity codes contain four broad areas, each of /

which is considered as a continuum of possible categories. 'The-

four areas are:

I = Integrates: Codes in this category were used, to
record active involvement with tasks or socialsitua-
-tions.- The target child accomplished. this by Continu-
ing activities, structuring a task, studying a prob-
lem, or acting creatively.

T Thrusts/Initiates: Codes in this category were
used to record behavior initiated by the focus child,
for example:, selecting an-activity; asking for 'com
fort,- reassurance, or recognition; asking questions;
giving information; or stating preference.

R 7 Receives: Codes in this.category-were used to
record inputs to the .child and his/her reaction to

inputs for which response was expected. Inputs..

included statements of, information, questions about
facts, invitations to relate to others.

D Defends,- Responds: Cod'es in this category re-
flected avoiding or ignoring, crying, anger, defend-
ing rights, and asserting ownership.

Within the continuum of possible categories for these four .

areas, there are 54 child activity codes. These child activity

.-cedes are presented in Table A6 in the-appendix. Most of the child

codes can be further specified in terms of the object of the focus

child's attention (object, code) and an index of continuity for the

focus child's activity (continuity code). For example, if the focus.

child continues the activity of stringing beads, this would be

coded "I2c--F.-0.!' The "I2c" child code identifies ,bead stringing as
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a closed, s.. lctured activity. The "E" refers to the focus of the

child's attention (in this case the beads) which is designated as

the "environment." The code "0" indicates that the child's activity

is ongoing because in this situation there is continuity to the bead

stringing behavior.

2. The object of a focus child's attention was designated by

separate codes:

A - an adult

C - another child;

G - a group., of children with or without adults;

D - a handicapped child or .group_of children-including
one or more handicapped children;

e .E - environment.

3. Activity continuity was a-final area in which the continuous

nature of a child'S behavior was examined. Activity continuity

referred to'whether_the focus child was involved in an activity

designated as new or ongoing, or whether the child was returning to

a previous activity, or was not involved in any activity at all.

In addition, for some of the "Receives" (R) codes it was possible to

.record the focus child's response to the stimuli. For example, if

another child asks the focus child if s/he would like a cracker; and

the focus child says, "no,, thank you," the activity would,be coded

"R27C-0-7." The "R2" indicates that the focus child receiVed/an

offer to shareand-the "C" designates that this offer was fr6m

another child. If this has happened during snack time the "0"

could refer-to the fact that snack was an ongoing activity. The
1

"7" identifies "no, thank you' as an active and appyopriate response.

to the offer.

.4..75



These three behavior dimensions are represented in the recording

booklet.as illustrated h.A.ow:

Ind

@ )1®

Mod

fa 0

(e)

Cliad0odas

0 ®

.0®

0

0.

0
04.

0 0

0

Cont.

a

0

Resp.

0 ®

@ @G,

1. = Child Activity Codes
2. = Object Codes
3. = Continuity codes

The final- column_ (4) is for the recording of the specific child

response, if applicable.

For standardized recording observers were provided with a

beeper timed at 12 second intervals to signify recording points.

addition, at the end of each 20-minute observation period, the

observer completed an 11-item summary of more general behaviors dis-

played during. the 20 minutes. (Table AS in the appendix presents

the summary coding forms.) The items covered in the summary coding

included:

program structure

.focus child's interaction and level of involvement
with handicapped and non-handicapped children, and
adults

focus child's affect.

In summary, every. 12 seconds; child activit -y data were coded by

frame in the Prescott-SRI scoring booklet. Each frame included:

child activity code

object code

continuity code

response aode,,if applicable.
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For each 20 minute observation period observers coded. approximately

100 frames of child-behavior. Two 20-minute periods'wera required..

for each child included in thestudy sample. The Prescott-SRI pro,

vided 54 different child-a-tivity codes,-5 object codes, 4 continuity

codes, and 4 response codes which were utilized in recording.the

focus child's activities and interactions within the program environ-

ment. There are- a large number of possible permutations, of these

Child behavior codes (approximately 780'.valid combinations). This

large volUme of variables must he reduced to a more manageable num-

ber.

Issues of Data Analysis and Reductidn

Because the Prescott-SRI is being used both as a secondary.

dependent variable to show the effects of program treatments on

certain child behars, and.also as an independent.variable to

show the extent to which tertain child behaviors can affect growth

and development (as measured by the Alpern-Boll), there are four

specific issues for consideration.

1. Reduction of:t.he large quantity of observation codes
to a small group (or a single indicat6r)-

2.. Identification of child codes which distinguish
between program types.

3. Identification of similarities and differences in
the nature and types of activities for observation.
codes.

4. Adequacy of reliability from observer to observer.
or session to session.

Subsample of "Normal" Children

In addition to.the 'child code observation data which were

collected on the handicapped Head Start and non-Head Start samples,

the same kind observation data was collected on., a sample of non-.

handicapped eili_dren. The purpose of these dat,a were to provide a

reference group for the frequency counts of each behavior and also
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to enable the development of an-interval measure.' These data were

considered as a normative frame of reference for rates of child

behaviors exhibited by non-handicapped ("normal") children. In

addition this "normative" sample was used-to create standardized

scores.

Data Reduction

Data collected utilizing the Prescott-SRI, yielded over 780

specific individual variables which relate to the nature and-extent

of social interactions and. behaviors of handicapped children with

their handicapped peers, normal peers, and adults. Since it is

not feasible to utilize each individual variable, and since the

measureof behaviors is in the form of frequency counts, there'are

two major data reduction tasks:

1. Reduce the quantity of variables,

2. Modify the nature of the measure for comparison
purposes.

Key Variables: The first step in.the process of identifying key

variables in order to reduce the quantity of variables was to review

the frequency distribution for all coded frames. These frames in-

cluded all child activity, continuity, and object codes which were

recorded for each child' in the sample. If the rate of. occurrence-

of any child behavior code. was 100 or greater, that particular. code

11,i3 retained for the next variable reduction step. Child-behavior

codes with frequency-counts of less than 100 were eliminated from
tconsideration for the following reasons: (1) low, frequencies were

not sensitive to change, and (2) inclusion of low frequencies of

child behavior codes could cause the data to be especially vulner-

able to any systematic bias which might exist.

1-k total of 87 child behaviorcodesoccurred with a frequency

of 100 or more times.. These 87 behavior codes were further
,

examined by handicapping condition because it was felt that the low-

-incidence handicaps (discussed previously), may be represented by
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behavior codes with relatively low frequencies- (between 500 and 100

total frequency count).. In examining the frequency of child

behavior codes by handicapping condition three primary criteria were

considered for retaining a child behavior code: .

(1) A high frequehcy of occurrence of the child
behavior code (codes appearing 1,000 times or
more).

(zy. Evidence that the rate ofi\occurrence of the
behavior code varied_. by handicapping condition.

(3) Evidence that thefrequenCy Of a given behavior
or that differences-betWeen handicapped grOups "IN\

was conceptUally logica ..

These are not mutually exclusive. criteria. If only one of-the

criteria was met, or if there seemed to be a lOgical explanatiOn

(why-blind children exhibited a specific'behavior more frequently

than children with other. .kinds.of:,handicapping conditions, for

example) then the child behavior code could/still be selected fel.

further analysis. Since blind and deafchildren-WeteleSs likely

than- other, handicapped children to be involved in group activities

where pasive attention was/demonstrated. (listening to a story

being read to a.group, or listening to-a record or tape), several

behavior codes for these low incidence .groups were in fact re-
.

.tained.-

After application of these -procedures and criteria, a total of.

44 Child activity and objeCt codes were retained. These behavior

codes either Vccurred wititsufficient frequency, showed differences

in frequencies by handicapping conditions,or'wereconsistent-with

thegenetal body of knowledge about behaviors c children with

specific handicapping cOnditions: These" selected codes are dis-

cussed-in more-detail later.
.

-Comparability: Because the child observation.data dcliected by

:.his. instrument is. a frequency count for specific coded. behaviors,

the data are. only meaningful relative to the frequency .counts for
©
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the same behavior code by other children. The transformation of

these data to standardized scores also allows the datato more

easily accommodate the analysis requirementS:, Thecomplex path

analysis model (proposed. in Chapter 1) requires the use of ah

intervalmeasure, and the transformation satisfies the requirements
1/

better than other alternatives. In order to insure comparability

of the frequency counts (across behavior codes, and across other i

Variables as well as other children),'and in order to bette-r.meet

the needs of the path analysis model, the frequency-counts were

transformed into standardized (Z) scores. Each frequency score was

transformed using.the'f6rmula for,a standardized score:

Z = -Y Frequency Score Mean Erequen4" '

a -Standard Deviation

Because the-study population represents a restricted range in at

least one known assessment area, it is highly probable that some

of the behaviors being observed for by.the Prescott-SRI represent

areas where the range restriction issue would be a problem.'. (The

problems with respect to range restrittions have been ;discussed

previously in Chapter 3 and will .not be reviewed here.) However,:

to avoid the range restrictioh probleiTi with these data,-and also in

, order to reference the '.'frequency counts' to some standard, the:Z

score transformation was conducted With'datafrom a sample, of non-
_

handiCapped children.. The mean and standard deviation,of each

selected observation code from thenon-handicapped sample were

u.spd, to transform the frequency Count for each haridcapped child.

into a standardized Z' score. The modified 'equation;,is:

Frequency Count Mean.Frequency

(for Handicapped.Chil (for non- handicapped sample)

(for specific .Ehavior code)
Standard ;tion
for the non- handicapped sample)

/1While dummy var,iables can be used for categordcal variables or
essentially non.-continuous data,,they became cumbersome. oto

analysis. effort wherymate than.twoor:three are uged.,
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To insure that the " non handicapped sample" nest closely approxi-

mated.the full range of frequency counts for every selected observa-

tion code a small sample of handicapped children were included in

.this reference sample. Twenty -four childrien were tandomly:selected

from' the preteSt data by handicapping condition in%proportion -to

the incidente of that handicapping condition in the general popula-

tion, (6 /speech impaired, 4 mentallyretarded, 1 visually impaired,

for example) .

T/his :tr ansformation of the data provides a standardized' score.

for each observation code which reflectsthe per formance of the

han df capped child in reference tO,the non- handicapped sample and

alsd allows for. Comparability atross'behavior codes and other key

var/Lables such as handicapping condition, The transformation also

better meets the needs of the analysis model.

/
Differences Between Program fl

The Prescott-SRI contains over 7°0 -usable codes' for describing

/the behavior of the observed child in the program environment. As

/previously discussed, there are identifiable differences between
/ Head Start and non-HeadStart Tiograms with respeci.4 to certain

variables which can be expected. to contribute to possible differences

in the program environments. The level of education and' salary of

the 'leachers.; foi example, tay result in teacthers who structure

their classtooms differently, encourage different'levelS of in-

depe, ndence on the part` of the child, or allow differingdevels of

adulr-child interactions. An important' difference in the programsq

which has already, been paitially discussed is the mainstream nature'

of the Head Start prpgrams compared with the more reserictve

"special education" emphasis of the non-Head Start programs. The

non,7Head Start'classtoom.s.are'comprised predominately of. handicapped

children and there is little opportunity for child-to-child miter-

actions of a mainstream nature in these programs. Because the

Prescott -.SRI contains codes for obSbrving the frequency of interac-
,

tion between handicapped and non,handicapped children, and because

' .



the availability of non-handicapped children differs so strongly

.(Head. Start programs have many more non-handicapped'children avail-
.

able), there is a strong indication to believe that the child inter-
;

action frequencies for some codes will vary substantially.

,

To examine. this possibility'another discriminant analySis was

conducted using the 44 selected codes and the seven summary codes.

The:purpose was to examine the ability of the.data to differentiate

between. Head,'Start and nonLHead Start programs. The results of

:this analysis are presented in. Table. 4.54, -and show that the result-
_

ini discriminant function predicts membership'in program type.

with 85.6 -percentI accuracy. This suggests that prograis do

have substantial differences in.the frequency of occurrence of

certain observed behaviors. The-discriminant function reduces

Lambda to .47041, indicati,ngivery good discriminatLngpower,.

and includes twenty-six ,of the possible fifty -one codes (44 pre-

selected .codes and risuMMary.cbdes). The canonical correlation. of

-.718,is very high and explainS over half of the. variance
_

(53.11) for 'membership in program type. 0
_

While the diScriminae-function :included 26 of the observation

-Codes, only the'first 12 meet the a prior limits for inclusion .

(significance of chadgetiy'adding the_variable.000).. The inclu-

sion of the other 14 variables to the'funbtion,only reduces Wilksf
,

Lambda from .4905 to .4704, adding very little power to the,function

at the'cbst of more than dbubling the number of variables used in

the equation.

-177C9xrected for unequal n per classification group.
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Predicted Membership

Non-Head Start. Mead Start
I-of Row 1 of Row

81.9- 18.1.
(N.235) . (N -i-4) 1

11.4 ,

(N.4.31

58.6
(N380)

TABLE 4.54: DISCRIMINATE FUNCTION TO PREDICT TYPE OF PROGRAM
MEMBERSHIP FOR SRI CODES

Variables F
Statistic

Wilks'
Lambe

Significance .

Standardized
Discriminate
Coefficients

Significance of
Change by Adding
This Variable

1. NT8

2.. ZOBJC

3. ZOBJD

4. ZCONTINN

S. 274 ..1)

6. ZR3 A7

7.: 21511 E

8. 'ZONA

9. ZI6C E

10.. ZR7B C5

11. ZCHLDCDR

If: ZIGB A

13. NT7

14. ZI6C D

15.- 2168 C

16. ZT4' C

17.' NT4

18. 2148 E

19. NT6

O. ZR5B. A

21. 21.2C E

22. ZI4AE
23. 1R78 C7

24. ZI1' G

25. ,ZCONTINO

26. NT2

344.128

146.838

30.007

17.460

10.131

8.327

-6:792

6:842

7.095

6.747

5.099

7.400

.4 535

3.609

1.854

3.218 -

2.412

2.715

2.209

1.814

2.195

1.718

1.392

1.i48

. 1.353

1.571

0.69 38

0.5838

0..5621

D.5294

0.5226

0.5170

0.5125

0.5080

0.5034

0.4990

0.4952

0.4904

0.4876

0.4853

0.4835

0.4814

0.4799

0.4'87

00.4477:;

0.4748

0.4737

0.4729

0.4721

0.4713

0.4703

<.001

<.001/-
,...-

<,001

<.101

,Api
'.001

<.001

-<.001

'.001

, <.001

,::001

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

'.001

<.001-

<.001

<.001

<.001

<.001

.001
<.001

<.001

'.001

<.001

- 0.4209

+ 0.5429

- 0.1853

- 0.1458

+ 0.0919

- 0.1203

+ 0.0799

+ 0.3737

+.0.2039

+ 0.0132

-,0.2161

- 0.1027

Not reported
because Signi.-
ficance of
Change '.001

<.000

:<.000

<.000

:::(0):

'.000

c.000

<.000

-<.000

.-.013!)

<.000

<.000

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

.001

..001

..001

Wilks' Lambda . .4704
Chi Squared s57a.484
Significance - .000
Cap.dhial Correlation. .728

--
= .5309 or 53:11 variance explained

Actual Membership

Non -Head Start

Head Start

,Percent correctly cfassified (corrected for unequa1 group size) 35.6:

4-.3J



The 12 child code variables identified by the discriminate

function are- summarized in Table 4..55. For purposes of clarity the-

description of thecode variables also reflect the directionality

of differences between programs. Tables 4.56 and 4.57 present

the mean scores (standardized Z scores) by program type for all

of the key object- continuity codes_and for the key child activity

codes respectively (44 all total)-. These tables better illustrate

differences in mean 'frequencies for these behavior codes. To

the extent that mean frequencies are different from zero they

also provide a referent with respect to the non-handicapped popula2-

tion. A superficial review shows that child behavior codes for

the none -Head Start programs more often have large differences

from zero than do Head Start programs. (38 codes compared with

respectively). In general, this indicates that the frequency of

these behaviors for handicapped children in Head Start more nearly

Approximates the frequency. of occurrence for non-handicapped chil-

dren than does:the frequency of occurrence for children-in non-

Head:StL.t programs. In other. words, the Head Start handicapped:.

children are more like the non-handicapped sample (with,,respect to

these 44 identified variables) than they are the, non-Head Start

sample._

Th ee dimensions were evident within the Prescott-SRI child

behavio codes that were identified by the discriminant function

as differentiating between typeS of.programs.- These dimensions are

class composition (child/teacher ratio and handi-.
capped to non-handicapped ratio),

classroom activity structure (open,. closed);

social integration of handicapped children (main-
streaming).

These three-dimensions are interrelated and it is, not possible

to explain the frequency Of specific child behaviors strictly in

terms of any one of these dimensions._ However, in some cases, a
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.TABLE 4.55: -SELECTED PRESCOTT-SRI CHILD CODES

Prescott-SR1
Child Code

NTS

Description of Code

Head Start handicapped children.are less often
involved in interactions or tasks with other
handicapped children.

OBJC Handicapped children in Head Start more often
receive from or give attention to non-handicapped
children

OBJD Handicapped children in non-Head Start programs
more often receive from or give attention to
other handidapped children or groups including
handicapped children.

CONTINN In Head Start prograMs fewer frames were recorded
.

\in which handicapped children were involved in,
\new-taskS or activities.

.

T4. D. Handicapped children in Head'Start'programs give
fewer general informational conMents to their
handicapped peers.

R3 A7 Head Start handicapped children receive less
adult help with tasks (while responding appropri-
ately) than do handicapped childrch in non-Head
Start programs.:

I6B E .

Handicapped children in non-Head Start programs
are less likely to be involved in open-ended
expressive group activities with attention

.

focused on an object than are Head Start handi-
capped children.

OBJA The attention of handicapped children in' Heed.
Start is'less often directed at adults than is
the attention of handicapped' children in non-_
Head Start programs.-

I6C E Head Start handicapped children are not often
involved in structured group activities_witho
objects as the foci of their attention than, are
handicapped children in non-Head Start programs.

R7P CS Head Start handicapped children receive mare .

playful-intrusions. to-which. they respond defen-
sively than do handitapped in non-Head Start
programs,

CHLDCDR '
Handicapped children.in Head Start receiVe.less
input than do the handicapped focus children in',
non-Head Start programs.

Head Start handicapped are involved less fre-
quently in open-ended expressive group activities
with their attention directed at adults than are
handicapped children in non-Head Start programs.

I6B
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TABLE 4.56-: 2* SCORES FOR PRESCOTT-.SRI OBJECT AND CONTINUITY CODE
VARIABLES

PRESCOTT-
SRI

-COM
.

CHILD ACTIVITY CODE DESCRIPTIONS
---............

NON-HEAD START HEAD START

DEJA **

.

Summation of all frames in which
the focus'child's attention was.
directed at an adult

-...---

.

0.14$ 0.236

OBJC ** Summation of all frames in which
the focus child's attention was
directed at another child

-1.070
.

7 0.126

08JE 'Summation of all frames in which
.focus child's attention was
.directed at some object

- 0.407 - 0.222

OBJG Summation of all frames in which
focus child's attention was.
directed at a group

- 0,312'
.

,0.135

MID **
-___

ummation of all frames'n which
focus child's attention was
directed at a handicapped child
or group including a handicapPed--
child

1.789 0.003

currINN ** Sumiation of all frames in.-which
the focus child engaged in a new
activity

0.245 - 0.030

CONTINO
..----

Summation of all frames in which
the focUSchild continued in-
VOIVeMent in activity or inter-
action

IL..

- 0.299
.

- 0.163

CONTINNA .
.

Summation of all'frames4n which
the focus child is not involved
in.a specific task .'or activity

.0.152 0.085

FrequenCy counts for each variable. were_transformed to
standardized scares for, ease_ -- parability

This transformatio as conducted using distribution data
(mean, standard deviation) from the sample of normal
children (N-219) plus a proportionate sample of handi-

= capPed children (N=24, total.N=243).
**

Key variables identified by the discriminant analysis
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TABLE 4.57: Z* SCORES FOR CHILD ACTIVITY CODE VARIABLES

PRESCOTT-
. SRI_
CODE CHILD ACTIVITY CODE DESCRIPTIONS NON -HEAD START. HEAD START

II A Child's Attention directed at
an adult

0.378 0.223

Il C
.

Child's attention directed at
another child

- 0.402 0.337

Il G

.

Child'S attention is directed at a
-group _without handicapped children

-.---.

- 0.202 0.349

.

--,----

II 0

.

.

Child'sattention is directed at a
handicapped child or group in-
cluding one or more handicapped
children

2.274

i

0.299

Ilb E Child maintains oven- ended, cx- .

pressive activity with focus of
attention on some object

0.147 0.049

I2c E Child.maintains structured closed
activity involving some object

0.163 - 0.031

ua E Child considers, dontomplates,
tinkers with some object

,0.091 . 0A29

14b E Child adds a different prop or
new idea

- 0.439 - 0.316

I6a A
.

'Child-participates with pasSive
attention in a group activity with
an adult as the focus of his/her
attention

- 0..251

,

- 0.118"

I6a E Child participates with iiasSive
attention in a group activity with
some onject as the focus of .his/

per attention. .

- 0.141 - 0,120

16h A **, Child participates in'apen-ended
group activity with attention
directed at an adult

0.881 . 0.122

Ibli.0 Child participates in open-ended
groUp activity with attention
directed at another child

- 0.359 - 0.048

.

I6b'S ft* . Child particirates_in_apen-ended
group activities with attention
directed at some.ohject

.

- 0.329.
.

-,..

- 0.088''

1 3
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TABLE 4 . (CONTINUED)

PRESCOTT-
. SRI

CODE CHILD ACTIVITY CODE DESCRIPTIONS NON-HEAD START HEAD START

16b .13

.

Child participates in expressive,
open-ended group activity with
attention directed toward a
handicapped child or group in-
cluding a handicapped child

.

0.612 0.065

(fic A Child participates in closed
structured.groups activitv.with
attention directed at an adult.

0.037 0.148

I6c C Child participates in closed
structured group activity with
attention direCted at another
child

- 0.406 0.038

I6c E sa Child-participates in-,closed
structured group activity with
attention directed at sone object

0.332 0.093

I6c C Child participates in closed
structured group activity with

.
attention directed at the group

0.067. -

J
. 0.021

16c "D .Child participates in closed
structured group activity with
attention directed at a handicapped
child or group including a handi-
capped child

.1.773 0.066

Tla E Child wanders with 'no apparent
purpose with attention directed
at some object .

.0.037 0.069

T/ A Child initiates statements about
his/her preferences, likes, dis-
likes with an adult

0.048 . 0.139

T4 C Child initiates general state-
menta with another child

0.656
.

0.131

T4 1) ** Child initiates general state-
ments with a handicapped child
or group including a handicapped
child -

_

0.572.
.

0.079

T7b C Child initiates playful, exuberant
behavior directed at another child.

0.406

--T'

.
0.033

T71:E. Child initiates playful,' exuberant
behavior directed at some object"

0:008 0:009

R3 A3 Child receives information. or. help
with a task from an adult-and is
crying or whining

0. th 0.044

.1

4 . 8 8
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TABLE 4.57: (CONTINUED)

PRESCOTT:-
SRI
CODE CHIT ACTIVITY CODE DESCRIPTIONS NON -HEAD START HEAD START

.
t

R3 A7 ** Child receives information or
help with a task'from an adult .

and responds activel*and
appropriately

0.605 0.115
/

/

RSb A Child receives praise from an 0.754 0.0,2

adult. .

R7b C Child receives a playful-intxuslion-
from another child

0.264. /0.090

R7b CS ** Child receives a playful intruslion
from another child and responds by

' -- 0.432
.

0.089

defending or-asserting rights I .

R7b C7 Child receives a playful intrusion ---,0.349 0.188

from another child and r-:Sponds
actively and appropriately /.

,,

INDCNT1 Child attends to self - 0.092/ .

.L--0.081-

- completely
witdraws

MODRP . Child assumes he/she is /in an 0./±23 -
7 0.160.

.'.imaginary role .e .

CHLOCDI - Summation of all chile codes ' 0.544 0.076
tilti-ehareused to de/Scribe active
involvement-in interactions or

/-
.

.
. .

tasks i . ( 1

CHLDCDT -Summation o. all child codes used
to describe initiating behavior

0,434 0.166

CHLDCDR A SumMation of all child codes used
to desCribe. inputs, received

1.058 0.170

4.89 ,



,child's behavior appears to be more related to one dimension than

the other two.:-Por example; some hand'ic'apped children in Head,'

Start prbgrams are less frequently involved in open-ended, expressive

group activities with their attention directed toward adults. A

'possible explanation could beattributedto Head Start class com-

position which includes fewer adults than non-Head- Start programs.
. _

In the case where Head Start handicapped children are less often

involved in interactions with other handicapped children, it Could

be explained by the ratio of handicapped to-non-handicapped children.

whith in most Head Start programs iS.Much lower than in non-Head

Start programs. Similarly, in-non-Head Start programs there is,a

higher frequency for handicapped children to interact with handi-

capped.peers,- since the claSsroom composition usually reflects only

handicapped peers..

When child behavior codes were examined in terms of the dimen-
.

sion of sOcial'integration for handicapped'chidren,.several child

behavior podeS seemed reflective of this construct, Head Start

handicapped children are more often involved in'structured group'

activities with objects as the focus of their attention than are

'handicapped children in non=4.ead Start programs. The data indicate

the frequency of group involvement fOr Head Start handicapped

children 'more closely apprOXimates the mean for the "normal" sample.

.(the 'Z scores are very close to\zerp). Head Start handicapped

children may indeed be more like:ormal children than different,

however thiS raisesthe-caution 64ow. severely involved the Head

Start handicapped children are
.

the other hand this finding

could support the "premise of mainstreaming and the positive impact

--- upon, handicapped children gained by their:social integration with

normal peers.

The finding that Head-Start handicapped children, received more

playful-intrusions from non-handicapped peers than those focus

children in non-Head Start programs is possibly indicative of social
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integration being achieved by handicapped children. It could also

be explained, at, least partially, by the.fact that Head Start pro-

grams have many more non-handicapped peers available. In general,

few, if any, non-handicapped children were integrated within non-

Head Start programs.

The frequency of occurrence of both structured group activities

and open-ended:activities was more similat to the non-handicapped

sample scores are very close to zero) for Head Start children.

Non-Head Start-childteh on the:other hand had..subStantially.fewer

occurrences. of both- behavior.codes. The question.of'how such
/

attivity structure affects.the behaviorS of.children-is not always

clear. HOwever, in-Head Start classes there appears to be more
\

'opportunity for children to be self- directed and to initiate activi-

ties arid interaOtiOns*in:a less rigidly structured,: teacher -

controlled environment. In claSses, where there-is more teacher

directed activity, the dimension of child control over the_environ-''

ment and his or her own reactions to.and behaviors'Within'it, are

.Subject to more defined parameters. The nature and number of open-.

ended .(expressive) vs. closed or structured activities available

for.children to become 'involved in is possibly determined by

whether the program structure itself is.open or:closed. -This'

availability of opportunity in turn affects the behaViors:thiidren

exhibit in the preschOol environment-. Head Start_piogratS, as a .

group. appear to have a greater range of opeh-cloSed activities com-.

pared with non -Head Start:programs which simply have fewer of both

-kinds.,

Because there are notable differences beween the two programs

that are reflected in-several specific behavior codes, and because

there appears to be sOme common dimensions of the focus child's

attention, it is necessary tc ascertain if the large number of

variables can be reduced further. In order tc adequately und take

statistical corrections for differences between programs, the

1
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number of correction terms selected for use must be held to,a mini-
,

mum. (A large number of "corrections" may inadvertently eliminate

ball but error variance from the analysis.)

In order to further reduce the number of child behavior codes

a factor analysis with varimax rotations-was conducted to examine

the possibility that underlying constructs within the behavior

coding sysem eXisted. If underlying constructs were present it

could allow for the elimination of certain groups of variables by

using a single indicator. Such underlying constructs could also

assist' in ,interpreting differences between programs.

The results of the factor analys is produced.eight identifiable

"factors." Two of the factors account for (8 ,percent 'of all of the

variance explained-by the set of. factorS. The other six factor's

account for approximately, equal. (but small) amounts of the.variance.

The two factors accounting for the_largest,explained variance, are.

explained below:

FACTOR Initiated Interaction:

Variable
Factor Description Of'Variable-'
loading

TCOCA

NT2

NT4

NT5

NT7

. 3144 Child initiates statements about his/her
preferences, likes; dislikes with an adult

. 8946, summary code rating for the extent of
participdtion and involvement in center
activities

. 4119 Summary code' rating for the level of.inter-'
action with adults g

.7311 -Stimmary code rating for the observed affect
of the child

.4655 Summary code rating for the extent of
involvement with other children.

Initiated Interaction: affirmative efforts to participate in center

activitieg by interacting with other activity participant. This-
.

includes taking the initiate to AxpresssatisfSction, locating one-'

self in close proximity ta participants, and actively seeing oppor-

tunities to participate.
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c;

,'FACTOR 2 - Interattion. and Contact with non Handicapped Children.
,...

iqf,._

.Varia: re
Factor
Loading

'

-I6BxC .4255

-*I6CxD - -.3257

T4xxC .5857

T7BxC .5530. '

'R7BxC . .3193

NT6 .3236

NT8 :4065

. _
,

Descriptor of Variablel,

Child participates in open-ended group
activity with attention directed at an-
other child

Child participates in closed'structured
group activity with attention directed at' .

a handicapped' child or group ipcluding a
handicapped child

Child initiates general statements with
another child

Child initiates playful, exuberant.behavior
ditected at another child'

Child receives playful intrusion from
another child

Summary. code rating' for _observed hostility
-by the focus child

Summary code rating for the " extent of
, .- involvement with other handicapped dial-

dren.

'Interaction and.Contact withnon-Handicapped_Children; reciprocal

interaction of a constructive, nonhoStile nature with non-'

kandicapped children. This includes initiating direct interpersonal

contacts, inaintaining attention, and encouraging (through affect

-.and, physical proximity) the reception pf interpersonal.contacts.

These tWO facfoi-s will be Used. for;certain within group .

analyses by computing Factbr Scores for each chld'. These Factor

Scores are obtained by multiplying the, fsctor loading for,each,

variable in the factor times the standardized score' for that ,

variable. The sum or all products equals the factor score.- In

this way the Factor Scores for Factor 1 and for Factor 2 can serve

as "proxies" (substitute variables) for several ..--_her variables,

thus reducing the totai.number of Prescott-SRI v:Ifiables.



PostteSt data analysis efforts will again re-examine the

Prescott-SRI by factOr analysig to determine if similar-factors

re-emerge. \pactor'l 'and Factor 2, howevgr, appear to be the most

utilitarian factors,at present. ,In combination, the factors account

for 48 percent f all factor analysis variance and the-identified

constructs (initiated.interaction and extent of interaction with

non-handicapped children) are highly relevant to the specified goals

of assessing classroom integration.

-Interrater-:Reliability of _the Prescott-SRI Child Observation System

sA)reviously mentioned, the Prescott7SRI is an unusually com-

plex and comprehensive instrument.. Observer training.reqUir.ed an

intensive 7,7day training session with a trainer/traineeratio-of
.

1/6. These sessions included familiarization of the, coding. system,

practice recording :Child's behavior in eschoortlassroomg and day

care centers, coding practice with v deo-tapes espedially developed

for the,system, and frequent reliabil.ty made throughout the
training process. The'final criterion for certification in,the

Pr\escott-SRI was a three-hourekercise in-which trainees coded.-

video -taped sequences of children's' behavior. TraineeS were, re-
4

quiredto,Meet the .75 trainer/trainee,reliability level in-order to,

be qualifiedkto collect obsefvati,on data using ,this system.,

Despite the strict .5* reliability ,.standard for all. `trainees,

there is some possibility that this reliability does not remain

constant. Ag observerg collect data in the field there is little

continuous pregsure to code behaviors consistent with the training

standard. Oftenthere is nosecond opinion available foi validation

of an obterver'S .ding in difficult or ambiguous situations. -In
_

addition, some' codes re more difficult to code consistently, than

\\

a

others, and some codes occur with-such,low frequency that there is

little opportunity for frainees.tb practice these. 0
. .

Ore result of decreased'reliability is the tendency for observers

to lapse into more general codes about which there is little ques-

tion. However, thes'e codes do. not provide as sensitive a descrip--

tion of the child behavior as is possible with this system.-. This

4.94
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study requires both detailed,informa ion and good reliability: .

Since child ten's behaviors from the pretest data collection,will be

compared with their posttest behaviors,\it is crucial that reliabi-

litybe maintained consistently.across o servers,,, Poor reliability

could dAmatically affect the pretest-pos test frequencies of codes

by handicapping conditions., For example, i observers are in

structedIto paY.particular attention.tO beha fors which are diffi-
,

cult to code and' which do not occur frequently 'they may inadVer,

tentIy-code more, low frequency behaviors than would be expected.

This kind of situation contributes to collecting 4dlosyncratic data

which are particularly.. Problematic, in pre2post com arisons. There-

fore, verification of.ieliability,

Summary and ConcIusioIs

ThePrescott-SRI Child ObServation-System/Provides a complex

and detailed description of-child behaviors. Zn order o conduct .

the analysis. of baseline data with such a large ,quantity-of child

code variables,several data reduction steps were undertaken:

1
0 The total possible child behavior. codes (exceeding

780)"were reduced to 44 valid codes for initial_
analysis. -

Child behavior frequency counts were tra sformed to

.- standardized -/ scores based On a non -handicapped
sample (which included proportionate representAtion

.

by handicapping condition). This enabled the develop-
ment of _ , , ,

,

- . C

1. a score which is referenced by a normal" sample,
-1

2. -an ,interval measure which better, meets the .

requirements ofi the proposed' data analysis model.

Analysi's of 'the baseline data;' expected. differences Ifi the

eli)rescott-SRI behaSrior code fitequencies. )These differences'under-

Scorethe intrinsic "treatment" differences between-the Head ,Sfart
.

-anddnonead Start programs.
t c

,

Twelve specific child observation codes show signifi
cant differences in mean ftequency-of.ocv4rrence for -

program t.y11.0..., ' .
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%.

Three general "dimensions. of commonality appear to be
present throukhbut the 12 key'variables:

'1. class: composition (ratio:of children to adults
and ratio of non-handicapped children to handl-
capped.children), .

2. closed vs. open structure of the classroom,

3. degree of social integration and mainstreaming°
in the classroom.

Further efforts to reduce, the large;quantity of child-- code .

variables by factor analysis produced two selected factors. In

combination these two factors account for:halT of the factor

analysis variance, and appear to be highly related-to the goal of

assessing classroom integration.

In order to confirm reliability estimates for this measure,

Dr: Elizabeth Prescott was contacted directly.to discuss strategies

for establishing and improving ,interrater reliability. Difficulties

in e'stablishing,interrater reliability include the individual vari-

ances of observers, the extent of low incidence behavior or complex

codes they -are e)5pOsed to (and thus can.piactice on),

synchronization of the beepers designating.12-second intervals, and

situational sensitillity'to,certain behavior codes. In order to

establish reliability for field _data collection,conditions and to

improve interrater reliabilities, special steps will be taken:

Strict,training-standards (.75 observer reliability)'

will be adhered to.

All field staff willbe 'trained in the Prescott-SRI
which will, enable more "intra=staff consultation" on

how certain complex behaViqrs,should be ceded.

A subsainple of 50 children will have observations by
two observers for purposes ,f estimating interrater
reliability under field'conditions:

1. beepers will be matchedi for accuracy of 12-
second intervals in orer to insure'paired
'observations at' ident'al (plu_, or minus two
seconds' times,

j reliability calc latio will be conducted'on
all key child code vari bles in order-to

determine'i certain ones-are more highly
subject to reliability variances.than other
variables.



WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS

There are two overriding analysis strategies which will be

used in the conduct/of the final data analysis: between groups and

within groups. Each analysis strategy is designed to assess

certain statistical differences. The analysis procedures for

between groups is designed to identify differences in outcde measures

between the Head;' non-Head Start and (when appropriate) the non-

served groups. Since any differences identified between groups on

posttest scores could be due to preexisting group differences, it is

'necessary.to examine pretest scores. for evidence of such diffvences.

Where pretest 'differences exist (family income levels for, example)

statisticalcontrols are necessary to equate the groups. A larger

portion of this interim. technical report has been organized to ideAr

tify any of these pretest differences and to specify which variables

the groups must be statistically equated on.

The procedures designed for within group analysis will take one:.

of two general approaches. One .approach assess differences between

pretest and posttest conditions and identifies specific variables

*which. appeai to contribute most. substaniially to these changes. The

major thrust of this-approach-would be to:utilize the convention of

path analysis to describe arid'portray causal, relationships between
/

.certain variables and the outcome measure (growth and deytlopment of

the child). The second approach would be to create a nominal scale

variable, identifying those children who showed "treatment gains"

5.1



(gainers) and those children who showed:non7treatment related gain's,

or even losseS (no gainers). A- series of discriminant functionS,

speCifit to handicapping condition, would then identify individual-
,

variables of significance.'

Most of the variables used in the study were selected because

they were either thought to accurately represent probable differences

between groups, or because previbus research has shown them to be

goad indicators 'of the relationship of that variable with grOwth and-

development. Since analysis of'pretest data can only identify exist-

ing pretest differences; comprehensive, within group analyses are to

be conducted for each group (Head Start, non-Head Start and non-

served). In addition to providing a baseline description.of pretest

Levels for each variable, this will. allow for a. description of.those

variables which -ultimately contribute to changes in outtome,measures.

Because the.nature of the within group analysis strategy is directed

towardS an examination of,all.probable.variables, the, data, reduction

effort required for the between group analysis is not necessary.

The exact scope of,the'within group analysis efforts is de-

tailed in the Analysis Plan. The general thrust, of the analysis,

however, is to describe the relationships of the selected variables

,and their independent.as well as joint effects on the outcome

measures.

5.2,



SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The major purpose of this report has been to...1) review the

validity and/or psych:metric properties of several study data

collection instruments, 2) to review baseline data for the purpose

of establishing parameters which must be considered in proposed

comparative analyses, and 3) to reduce available study data to an

eff2;cient set of variables for analytic purposes. The results of

investigations directed toward meeting these objectives,are pre=_ _

,sented below. As results are presented, recommendations are made

which relate study findings to proposed baseline posttest' analyses:

Unless otherwise directed by ACYF, these 'recommendations w11 be

-strictly fol)lowed in all between group Phase,II analyses and inthEi

amount of posttest data collection activities..

tudy. Instrumentation Issues

1. 'Validity of Alpern-Boll Developmental Data

Findings

Using the Learning Accomplishment Profile as a

point of reference it was found that correlations between several

Alpein-,Boll/LAP-D subscale areas were of suffiCient magnitude;

taking into account the restriction of range issue, to conclude

that parent reported information was sufficiently-equivalent for

analytical purposes inn specific areas. The relevant AlualoaLL.
subscales include the-Academic and Communication subscales. Be:

cause there is no LAP-D equivalent for the Alpern-Boll Self-Help

subscale, there was no way to validate this particular information

set (pages 3.5 - 3.8).

However, the Physical, Development subscale of the

Alpern -Boll did'not correlatd well with either the Fine or Gross

-.Motor subscales of the LAP-D. Lack of correlation is net,a-func-

tion of extreme case scores. This fact raises serious questions

abdut the equivalence of. Alptern-Boll data in this area.,
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OF THE FOLLOWING FUNDS, WHICH HAVE YOU SPECIFICALLY EARMARKED
(ALL OR A PORTION) FOR SERVICES TO THE HANDICAPPED? PLEASE
INDICATE SOURCE, AMOUNT, AND LENGTH OF TIME YOU HAVE RECEIVED
THESE FUNDS.

SOURCE
OF
FUNDS

Basic Head Start grant

Head Start Supplemental funds 1

BEH First Chance funds

State "reimbursement of
services" funds

Other State funds.

Other local funds

Other Federal funds

Other Education for the
Handicapped Act funds

Parent tuition

Other (specify)

Other (specify)

A.34
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AMOUNT
CentT.TTTu,te1

NUMBER
OF YEARS
RECEIVED

(entat numbet1

f

1 1

1

1 1 1 1 -1

I- 1 1 1 I i 1 f A

1 11-111-1 I 1

1
1
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CASE BACKGROUND DATA PROFILE
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(2)

4. WOULD THIS CHILD BE CONSIDERED AS MULTIPLY HANDICAPPED?

S.

9

3

no

yes

(speci6y handicaps; use codes 5.norn #2)

LJ
IS THIS CHILD PAPTICIPATING IN A MAINSTREAMING PROGRAM?

2 no

1 yes

L, Sa. IN WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING MAINSTREAMING OPTIONS HAVE
YOU PLACED THIS CHILD? (Check one that applies)

1 complete mainstreaming of handicapped child into
a regular classroom Ine*,suppoictive a64istance)

2 complete mainstreaming of handicapped child into
a regular classroom with supportive assistance
provided by a specialist

3 _complete mainstreaming of handicapped children
in a classroom where the regular classroom
teacher and a special education teacher coopera-
tively work with all children (a team anitangement)

4 reverse mainstreaming in which normal children
become part of a special education class

S partial mainstreaming where handicapped children
are in a special education class but go to main-
streamed classes for one or more regular class-
room activities

6 handicapped children receive services from your
program but are not mainstreamed

5b. HOW MANY HOURS WOULD YOU ESTIMATE THIS CHILD SPENDS IN
A MAINSTREAMING SITUATION WITH NORMAL CLASSMATES?

(Nouns pe& week)



5c. HOW MANY HOURS IS THIS CHILD'S MAINSTREAMING SITUATION
POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE? .

(Houna pv... week)

(Intetviewet: Compute pencentage o6 avaiZabie
mainAtAeaming time the chitd actuaZiy
pate6 in)

6. IS THIS CHILI) INVOLVED IN A CLASSROOM THAT USES A
LOCALLY DESIGNED CURRICULUM?

2 No

1 Yes

[....46a. Which of the following types of curriculums were
designed.

Performance based (criterion referenced)

Experienced b,-7.se-d (discovery learning)

Other (a peci6y)

Other (apeci4y)

7 IS THIS CHILD INVOLVED IN A CLASSROOM THAT USES A CURRICULUM
THAT IS LOCALLY ADAPTED FROM A STANDARDIZED CURRICULUM?

2 No

1 Yes

L7a.. Which of the following standardized curriculum were
adapted?. (Check at.Z that appZy)

Portage

Learning Accomplishment Profile - Curriculum

Peabody

Cognitive (Ypsilanti)

Montessori

Frostig

Other (4peciSy)

Other (4peciiiy)

A.37



8. HOW LONG HAS THIS CHILD BEEN IN YOUR PROGRAM?

1- less than one year

2 one year

3 2 years

4 over 2 years

9. HOW WOULD YOU CHARACTERIZE THE INVOLVEMENT OF THIS CHILD-'S
PARENTS IN YOUR PROGRAM?

1 very active

2 average involvement

3 only minor involvement

4 do not participate at all

10. ARE THERE ANY SERVICES YOU WOULD LIKE TO MAKE AVAILABLE EITHER
TO THIS CHILD OR HIS/HER FAMILY THAT YOU HAVE NOT HAD THE
RESOURCES AND/OR THE TIME' TO PROVIDE?

2 No

1 Yes

What ServiCes? (IntuilvieweA: Coding wi.e.e be done at
Zatet date. Ente4 te6pon6e4 ve.A.batim)

Li

F I

A.38
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EVALUATION OF THE PROCESS OF
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INTO HEAD START

APPLIED MANAGEMENT SCIENCES, INC.
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CALIFORNIA PRESCHOOL SOCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE

1. Grantee
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3. Alternate Program

1

Program Code

Lhild Code

POTin Number
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Respondent:

(Positio7Title)

Program Name:

Interview Date

Interviewer



IDENTIFICATION

aI. Can state first name only.
2. Can state full name.

I3. Can state full name and age as of last birthday.4. Can state name. age, and address.

2 USING NAMES OF OTHERS
:a 1. Uses no proper names in interacting with those around h:n.2. Uses the names of no more than five children or adults_1 .Uses the names of from five to ten children.I4. Uses the names of virtually all children anc adults.

11 GREETING NEW CHILD
When a new child ioins the group--1. He inadvertently physically overpowers child in greetinghim (i.e., hugs. bumps. pulls),

He makes a limited and brief physical contact (i.e., pats.pokes, rubs) with child and some vernal contact.He usually M31405 verbal contact and sometimes toucheschild.
He nearly always makes verbal contact with child withoutphysical contact.

AFE USE OF EQUIPMENT

He proceeds with activity, ignoring hazards involvingheight, weiont, and distance (climbing on unstable equip-ment, stacking boxes too high, jumping onto off-balancedstructures).
He proceeds with hazardous activity, sometimes seekinghelp and sometimes getting into difficulty.He proceeds with hazardous activity but Irequently seekshelp when he is in difficulty.
He corrects hazards or seeks help before proceeding withactivity.

4.1EPORTING ACCIDENTS
lahen he has an accident (e.g., spilling, breaking)-
1. He does not report accidents.

1
He sometimes reports accidents.
He frequently reports accidents.
He nearly always reports accidents.

'INTIM-MG IN ACTIVITIES

1. He wanders from activity to activity with no sustained par-ticipation.
He continues in his own activity but is easily diverted whenhe notices activities of others.

. He continues in his own activity and, leaves it only when he13 interrupted by others.
He continues in his own activity in spite of interruptions.

PERFORMING TASKS
zleI usually has to be asked two or three times before hela,begin a task. .,,,,

et usually begins task the first time he is asked butdawdles and has to be reminded.I a begins task the first time he is asked but is slow in corn-leting task.
I begins task firit time he is asked and is prompt in corn-kiting task.

8. FOLLOWING VERBAL INSTRUCTIONS
He can follow verbal instructions--
1. When they are accompanied by demonstration.2. Without a demonstration, if one specific instruction is in-volved.
3. Without a demonstration, when it involves two specific in-structions.
4. Without a demonstration, when it involves three or moreinstructions.

9. FOLLOWING NEW INSTRUCTIONS
1. He carries out one familiar ,nstruction.
2. He carries out one new ins ruction the first time it is given.3. He follows new instructions given one at a time, as well asfamiliar ones.
4. He follows several new instructions given at a time, as wellas familiar. ones.

10. REMEMBERING INSTRUCTIONS
1. He nearly always needs to have instructions or demonstra-tion repeated before he can perform the activity on his own.2. He frequently requires repetition, a reminder, or affirmationthat he is proceeding correctly.
3. He occasionally needs repetition of instruction for part ofthe activity before completing the activity.4. He performs the activity without requiring repetition of in-structions.

11. MAKING EXPLANATION TO OTHER CHILDREN
When attempting to explain to another chid hove to do some.thing (put things together, play a game,
1. He is unable to do so.
2. He gives an incomplete explanation.
3. He gives a complete but general explanation.4. He gives a complete explanation with specific details.

12. COMMUNICATING WANTS
1. He seldom verbalizes his wants; acts out by pointing, pull-ing, crying, etc.
1. He sometimes verbalizes but usually combines actions withwords.
3. He usually verbalizes but sometimes acts out his wants.4. He nearly always verbalizes his wants.

13. BORROWING

I. He takes objects when in use by others without asking per-mission.
2. He sometimes asks permission to use other's objects.3. He frequently asks permission to use other's objects.4. He nearly always asks permission to use other's objects.

14. RETURNING PROPERTY

When he has borrowed something-
1. He seldom attempts to return the property to its owner.2. He occasionally attempts to return the property to its owner.3. He frequently attempts to return the property to its owner.4. He nearly always returns the property to its owner.

15. SHARING

1. He does not Share equipment or toys.
2. He shares but only after adult intervention.
3. He occasionally shares willingly with other children.4. He frequently shares willingly with other children.

f,
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16. HELPING OTHERS

When another child is having difficulty such as using equip-
ment, dressing)-
1. He never helps me other child.
2. He helps another child only when they are playing together.
3. He sometimes stops his own play to nelp another child.
4. He frequertly stops his own play to help another child.

IT. PLAYING WITH OTHERS

1. He usually plays by himself.
2. He plays with otners but limits play to one or two children.
3. He occasionally plays with a larger group (three or more

children).
4. He usually plays with a larger group (three or more children).

L INITIATING INVOLVEMENT

When other children are involved in an ac:ivity which permits
the inclusion of additional children-
1. He seldom initiates getting involved in the activity.
2. He sometimes initiates getting involved in the activity.
3. He frequently initiates getting invo:ved in the activity.
4. He nearly always initiates getting involved in the activity.

21. DEPENDENCE UPON ADULTS

He will continue in an activity on his own without having an
adult participate w:th him or encourage him-
1 Hardly ever.
2. Sometimes.
3. Frequeney.
4. Nearly always.

24. ACCEPTING LIMITS

When an adult sets limas on the child's activity (play space.
use of material.
1. Hardly ever.
2. Sometimes.
3. Frequently.
4. Nearly always.

type of activity) he accepts Inc limits-

25. EFFECTING TRANSITIONS

In changing from one activity to another-
1. He requires personal contact by adult (i.e.. holding hands.

leading).
2. He will not move toward new activity until the physical

arrangements have been completed.
3. He moves toward new activity when !he teacher announces

the activity.
4. He moves toward new activity without physical or verbal

cues..

9. INITIATING GROUP ACTIVITIES

1. He nearly always initiates activities which are solely for his
his own play.

2. He initiates his cwn activities and allows one child to join
him.

3. He sometimes initiates activities which include two or more
children.

4. He frequently initiates activities which are of a group nature.

26. CHANGES IN ROUTINE

The child accepts changes in routine (daily schedule. rcom
arrangements. adults, without resistance or becbming upset-
1. Hardly ever.
2. Sometimes.
3. Frequently.
4. Nearly always.

27: R1ZASSURAN IN PUBLIC PLACES

O. GIVING DIRECTION TO PLAY

When playing with others-
1. He typically follows the lead of others.
2. He sometimes makes suggestions for the direction of the

play.
3. Ho frequently makes suggestions for the direction of the

play.
4. He nearly always makes suggestions for the direction of the

play.

1. TAKING TURNS

1. He frequently interrupts or pushes others to get ahead of
them in an activity taking turns.

2. He attempts to take turn ahead of time but does not push
or quarrel in order to do so.

3. H9 waits for turn, but teases or pushes those ahead of him.
4. He waits for turn or waits to be called on.

2. REACTION TO FRUSTRATION

When-he does not get what he wants or things are not goingwell--
I. He has a tantrum (screams. kicks, throws, etc.).
2. He finds a substitute activity without seeking help in solving

the problem.
3. He seeks help from others ie solving problem without mak-

ing an attempt to solve it himself,
4, He seeks help from others in solving the problem after

making an effort to solve it himself.

When taken to public places he must be given physical or
verbal reaesurance-
1. Nearly always.
2. Frequently.
3. Sometimes.
4. Hardly ever.

28. RESPONSE TO UNFAMILIAR ADULTS

1. He avoids or withdraws from any contact with unfamiliar
adults.

2. He, when initially approached by unfamiliar adults. avoids
contact, but if approached again. is responsive.

3. He responds to overtures by unfamiliar acelts but does not
initiate contact. .

4. He readily moves toward unfamiliar adults.

29. UNFAMILIAR SITUATIONS

1. He restricts himself to activities in which he has previously
engaged.

2. He joins in an activity which is new for him only if other
children are engaged in it.

3. He joins with other children in an activity which is new to

4. eHle erinognaeg.es in an activity which is new for him even though
other children are not involved.

30. SEEKING HELP

When he'is involved in an activity in which he needs help._:
1. He leaves the activity without seeking help
2. He continues in the activity but only if help is offereo.
3. He persists in the activity and finally seeks help.
4. He seeks help from others after making a brief attempt.

A .42 -
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CALIFORNIA PRESCHOOL
SOCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE

PROFILE SHEET

- 22." 01" Child's Name Norm Table Used
1113- 24. "00"
25- 26 = "00" Sex: Age Total Score: Percem le'

item

27 1. Identification
2 8 2. Using Names of Others
29 3. Greeting New Child
30 4. Safe Use of Equipment
31 5. Reporting Accidents

32 6. Continuing in Activities
33 7. Performing Tasks
34 8. Following Verbal Instructions
35 9. Following New Instructions
36 10. Remembering Instructions

37 11. Making Explanation to Other Children
38 12. Communicating Wants
39 13. Borrowing
40 14. Returning Property
41 15. Sharing

42 16. Helping Others
43 17. Playing with Others
44 18. Initiating Involvement
45 19. Initiating Group Ac:ivities
46 20. Giving Direction io Play

47 2h Taking Turns
4 8- 22. Reaction to Frustration
,49 23. Dependence upon Adults
50 24. Accepting Limits
5 1 2.5. Effecting Transitions

52 26. Changes in Routine
53 27. Reassurance in Public Piaces
54 28. Response to Unfamiliar Adults
55 29. Unfamiliar Situations
56 30. Seeking Help

57 -58

Comments and Recommendations-'

0 1 2 3 4

e

a

a a
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e

e
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e e

a

Total
Signed
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TEACHER INTERVIEW SCHEDULE



21-22="01"

or Office
Use Only

23

24

25

26

27

28

29,30-31

32, 33-3

35

36

37

38,39-40

PART 1: TEACHER BACKGROUND

Below you will find a series of questions about yourself and your

experience with special children. Circle the answers to these questions

which come closest to describing you and your background.

1. How many years have you worked with preschool handicapped children?

1 Less than 1 year

i 1-2 years

3 3-5 years

4 over 5 years

Prior to this program year what types of contact have you had with
handicapped children? (Check all that apply)

as a volunteer

as a teacher

as an aide

as a parent

as a sibling

other (specify)

other (specify)

none

3. What is the highest level of education you have completed?

1 some high school, but no diploma

2 high school graduate (or GED)

3 some college, but no degree

4 associate degree

5 bachelor's degree

6 postgraduate study

4. If you are a college graduate, what is your present area of
specialization?

1 special education

2 early childhood development

3 other decree area

4 does. not apply

Have you received any other formal classroom training that has
prepared you to work with preschool children?

3 no

2 yes, I'm a Child Development Associate (or soon will be)

1 yes, I have other special training (specify)

A.45
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For Office
Use Only

41

42

43

44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52,53-54
55,56-57

58-60

61-63

64-66

67-69

70772

73-75

76-78

-6. Are you certified by your State Department of Education to teach
- handicapped children?

2 no

1 yes

7. What do you consider to be your most important-training needs at
, this time? (Check no more than three training areas)

knowledge of Head Start performance standards

behavior modification/classroom management

indiVidualized instructional techniques

preparation of individualized learning objectives

working with parents

strategies for recruitment of handicapped children

screening and assessment

theory and practice of mainstreaming

specific training for a handicapping condition (e.g., blind,
deaf)

understanding handicapping conditions

other (specify)

other (specify)

8. How many children do you have enrolled in your class?

(enter number)

48a. Of this number, how many have been identified as handicapped?

-)8b. Of the haridicapped children how many are:

1 1 1 1 American Indian or Alaskan Native

Asian or Pacific Islanderr

Black, not of Hispanic origin

Hispanic

White; not of Hispanic 7igin



21-22="02"

23-.25

26-28

29-31

How many paid adult staff (excluding yourself) are generally in
your class during the day?

10. How many volunteers are generally in.your class during the day?

410a. Of this,number, how many are parents of handicapped children
enrolled?

I I

11. Which of the following represents your salary? (Circle one)

1 $5,000 or less

2 55,000 to S7,000

3 $7,000 to $10,00

4 $10,000 to 512,000

5 Over $12,000



I
I-22="01"

I

24

25

26

/12 7

128

$30

1131

1132-

1133

1134

ISS

136

I

PART II: TEACHER ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS

TEACHER INTERVIEW

Since this is an opinion scale, the only "right" answers are those that you feel

express what ou think about mainstreaming and children with handicaps.

All of the items are views with which you may agree or disagree. Mark the number
which most accurately describes your feelings and thoughts about each statement.

1. I like to work with handicapped children.

2 I feel it is good
to be in the same
children.

for the normal children
classroom as handicapped

3. Working with handicapped children takes too much
classroom time away from normal children.

4. I. think mainstreaming is harmful to normal
children.

5. It's hard for me to make handicapped children
feel "at home" in my class.

6. I feel mainstreaming is harmful to many
handicapped children

For me working with handicapped children and
normal children is'difficult in a regular
classroom setting.

S. It seems to me that handicapped children learn
more in special classes that do not include
normal children.

9. I feel that ha.idicapped children need to be
made aware of their limitations.

10. I am afraid of working with some handicapped
children.

11. It seems to me that handicapped children tend
to "give up" in the regular classroom setting.

12. The integration of handicapped children in
-regular classes slows down the learning of
the other children in my class.

13. Planning _nstruction for both handicapped and
normal children demands too much additional
teacher preparation time.

14 . I think handicapped children should be
mainstreamed, but they should have teachers
with more special training than I have.

Strongly
Agree

Neutral Strongly
Disagree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 6 7

1 2 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

iT

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5_ 6 7

1 2 3 4* 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 , 3 4 5 6 7

1 2 3 4 5- 6 7



. 15. Handicapped children are more like

Strongly
Agree

Neutral Strongly
Disagree

normal children than they are different. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

38 16. I think that normal and handicapped
children get along well with one
another. 1 2 3 5 6 7

39 17. It seems to me that handicapped children
are withdrawn around the normal children

- in the class. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

40 18. I think normal children do not try as
hard around handicapped children. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

41 19. Being in the same class with normal
children helps the social development
of handicapped children. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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SCHAEFER TEACHER INVENTORY I
(general form)

Check the number of the response that most
closely reflects how you really feel about
each statement. There are no right or wrong
answers.

1. Meetings with parents are really not
very useful

2. A child's success in learning is
influenced more by the home than the
Center

3. I know how to conduct a useful parent-
teacher conference

4. Parents are good about letting me know
that they appreciate my efforts

S. It is hard to face. the parents of a
child who is doing poorly

6. I.do not want to work with parents any
more than I already do

7. Conferences with pa.rents sometimes
make me uneasy

8. Meetings with "parents do not help me
achieve my goals for the children

9. The most important part of a child's
learning happens at home before she
starts in any school

10.
.

I feel comfortable calling parents
about any questions I have

11. Most parentS seem to appreciate what I
do for their chiLdren

12. It is unpleasant talking to a parent
whose child is not doing as.,well.as he
should

13. Working more with parents would inter-
fere too much with my other teaching
responsibilities

;
t.4)

0
Ga 0

(I
.

r'4 4

z C

1 2 3 4 S

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 - 3 4 5

1 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 LI. 5

1 2 .. 3 4

1 2 3

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4

1 3 4 5

3



36

37

38

39 /
40/

1

42

43

14. I feel ill-at-ease when i visit with
a child's parents

15. Meetings with parents are not worth
the time they take

16. Even during a child's school years
the most important part of learning takes
place at home

17. When a child comes to the Center with
a problem, I feel comfortable talking
to the parents

18 Parents want me to tell them how to help
their child learn

19. It is a strain on me to discuss a
child's problems with his parents

20. Working,.with parents is too much to
expect from the classroom teacher

21. I get tense when I have to talkto a
parent about a child

<I

1 2 3 '4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 '3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5



44

45

46

47

48

49

50

51

52

.(educational beliefs)

1. The most important thing to teach
children is'abTolute obedience to
parents

2. Although adults may have difficulty
.accepting them, all children are basi-
cally good at heart

3. Basically, children learn by being
told about the world

4. Teachers should show the same amount
of affection to all their children

5. Children will get on any woman's
nerves if she has to be with them all
day

6. The'most important thing to teach
Children is absolute obedience to who-
ever is in authority

7 Children should always obey their parents

8. All children are good by nature

9.- Children's learning results mainly from
being presented basic information again
and again

53 10. Teachers should give all children an
equal amount of praise

54 11. Mothers very often feel that they can't
_stand their children,a moment longer

55 12. Children should alwayS obey the teacher

56 13. Children should not question the
authority of their parents

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

3

1 2

1 2 3 4

1 3 4

1 2 3 4

1. 3 4

1 2 3 4

2 3 4

2 3 4

1 2 3 4

5...

5

5

5

5

5

5



57 14. Children are born good; it is society
that turns some children into trouble-
makers 1 2 5

58 15. A child learns primarily by absorbing
knowledge she is given by-others 1 2 3 4 .5

.59 16. Teachers should discipline all the
children the same 1 2 3 4

60 17. Raising children is a nerve-racking
job 1 2 3 4 5

61 18. Children should not question the
authority of the teacher 1 2 3

62 19. Children should always do what their
parents say, no matter what 1 2 3 4 5

63 20. In order to be fair, a teacher must treat
all children alike 1 2 3

64 21. Children should always do what the
teacher says, no, matter what 1 2 3 4 5

65 22. Children should be treated the same
regardless of differences among them 1 2 5.
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ShAEFER TEACHER PERCEPTION OF

CENTER ENVIRONMENT

21-22="07"
Mark the number of the response that most
closely reflects how you really feel about

23

each statement. There are no right or wrong
answers.

I. 1. My ideas are generally supported by
other staff members 1 2 3 4 5

24 2. Fellow staff members encourage me
with my work 1 2 3 4 5

25 3 The staff would provide support if
things didn't go well 1 2 3 4 5

26 II. 1. The staff is warm and friendly 1 2 3 4 5

27 2. Staff members make me feel that I
can confide in them 1 2 3 4 5

28 3. The friendliness of the staff is a
'benefit in this job 1 3 4

29 III. 1. The director encourages me to involve
parents in their child's education 1 2 3 4

30 2. The director would support my attempts
to involve parents in their child's
education 1 2 3 4 5

31 3. Center policies favor teachers'
efforts to,involve parents in their
child's education 1 2 3 4 5

32 Iv. 1. The director encourages parents to
take the initiative in contacting
teachers 1 2 3 4 5

33 2. The director makes parents feel free

-__

to contact their child's teacher 1 2 3 11 5

34 3. The Center director supports parents
contacting teachers for any reason 1 2 3 4

2_15-
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48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

IX. 1. The director gives frequent feedback
about my work

2. The director takes time regularly to
provide feedback about teaching skills

3. Helpful suggestions are given to
teachers by the director

X. 1. Teachers are given help in improving
skills they feel they need

2. Help is provided to a teacher in areas
she feels she needs to work on

3. The teachers in this Center, are given
help in correcting their weaknesses

XI. 1. Teachers in this Center help one
another with their classroom problems

2. The teaching staff in thisCenter
provides each other with mutual
assistance for working on problem
areas '

3. Teachers are happy to share their
skills with one another.

.;

2 3 4

3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

3

1 2 3

1 2 3 4

ao

ccz

cr3

5-I
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57

58

59

60

61

XII. Please rank these job factors which might help to keep you
in teaching. Rank them in the order of importance to you
from greatest (1) to least (6), using the numbers 1-6.

Money, job security and possible promotions

The Center director's and parent policy
committee's commitment to the education of
children

Personal satisfaction gained from teaching

Interest of the director in the welfare of
children

Good benefits and long vacations

The feeling that I can make a difference
in the lives of the children

2i:
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ITEM

SCORING BASAL

Fall Pass CREDIT ITEM

3LUtfil\IU I.U1-1[41

Ifil

SCORING BASAL

Fall Pass CREDIT

P_ 1

P-2

P-3

0

0

0

2 mos.

2"
2 '4 yr.

.P -22

P-23

P-24

0

0

0

4 mos.

4"
4 " 4y, yrs.

P-4 0 2" P-25 0 4"
P-5 0 2" P-26 0 4 "

P-6 0 2" 1 yr. P 27 0 4" 5V yrs,

P -7 0 2" P-28 0 4"
P-8 0 2" P-29 0 4"
P-9 0 2" 1/1 yrs. P-30 0 4" 6Y2 yrs.

P-10 0 P-31 0 4"
P-11 0 2" P-32 0 4"
P- 17 0 2 " 2 yrs. P-33 0 4" T/2 yrs.

P-13 0 2" P-34 0 4"
P-14 0 2" P-35 0 4"
P : -15 0 2 " 2Y2 yrs. P-36 4 " 8'/2 yrs.

P-16 0 2" P-37 0 4 ."

P -17 0 2" P-38 0 4"
P- I8 0 2 3 yrs, P-39 0 4 " 9Y2 yrs.

P. 19 0 2 , P-40 0 6

P-20 , 0 2" P-41 0 6"
...,

P- 21 0 2 " 3Y2 yrs, . 10'Y yrs.

2,

SCALE SUMMAnY

BASAL CREDIT

Age c!erlit in highest (oldest) box in which

all items are passed.

ADDITIONAL CREDIT

Sum of months credit (items passed) blYELd

basal

PHYSICAL AGE

Basal credit plus additional credit,

: Directions:

Cirde zero for items tailed, Circle number

. (months ctettil) for items passed. Manual

offers complete directions.

Yrs. - Mos,

MOs,

Yrs. - Mos,



bt;ALE SCORING I-URM

SCORING BASAL SCORING BASAL SCORING BASAL
ITEM Fail Pass CREDIT ITEM Fail Pass CREDIT ITEM Fail Pass CREDIT

S.11 1

S 41 2

S-H 3

2 mos,

2"
% yr.

S.H 4 0 2 "

S.H 5 0 2

SH 6 0 2 1! 1 yr.

S11 7 0

S.H 8 ' 0 2

S.H 9 0 2 1'V2 yrs.

2
11

el

S.I1 10 0 2

S.1111 0 2

S.11 12 2 2 yrs

S11 13

51114'

S.1115

S.11 15 0

S -1117 0 2 ."

0

2

2

11

2 " yrs.

2
10

2 " 3 yrs.

54119

S1120 0 2

S.H 21 0 2 " 3% yrs.

S-H 22 0

S-H 23 0

S-H 24 0

S.H 25 0

S.H 26 0

'1 27

SH 28

S.H 29 0

SH 30 0

SH 31 0

S1132 0

S11 33 0

SH 34

S1-1 35 0

S.11 38 0

S.H 37 0

S1138 0

S.H 30 p

S H 40 0

5 H41 0

SH 42 0

4 mos,

4

4 4% yrs,

5.1143 0 4 mos,

S.1144 0 4 "

S.H 45 0 4 " 111/2 Yrs.

4

4

4 " 5% yrs.

It

S-H 46 0 4

S-H 47 0 4 "

S-H 48 0 4 " 12% yrs.

4 "

4"
4 6i yrs.

4 "

4 "

4 7'4 yrs.

4"
4 8% Yrs,

4

,4

4 9/2 yrs.

4

"

4 " 10'/ :yrs,

SCALE SUMMARY

BASAL CREDIT

Age credit in highest (oldest) box in which

all items are passed.

ADDITIONAL CREDIT

Sum of months credit (items passed) beyond
basal level.

SELF-HELP AGE

Basal credit plus additional credit,

Directions:

Circle zero for items (ailed. Circle number

(months credit) for items passed. Manual

oilers complete directions.

Yrs. Mos.

MOS.

Yrs. Mos.

4

re CO 1111 it iv eft As pa uts m 4IN



SOCIAL SCALE CONO IN WI Orlirlstrier- NJ 111 RR Oki OM

ITEM

SCORING BASAL

FatI PM CREDIT FIFA

SCOR1VC BASAL SCORING
BASAL

Fail Pass CREDIT
ITEM Fail Pass CREDIT

*S-1

S-2

S-3

0

0

0

2 mos.

2

S-22

S-23

S-24

0

0

0

4 mos.

4 "

4
II

re.

5-43 0 4 :108

S-44 0 4 II

5 -45
11 rs.

5-4 0
S-25 0 4

S-5 0 2
5-26 0 4

S-6 0 2 " S-27 0 4 " 5 re.
SCE/ SUIOIARY

5 -1 0 2 '"
5-28 0 4

S-B 2 11

5-29 0 4
11

BASAL CREDIT

Age credit in
highest (oldest)

5-9 0
2 n

re. 5-30 0 4 " re,

box in which
all items are passed.

kr.

%,t

Yrs. - Hoe.
5-10 2 " 5-31 0 4 "

5-11 0
2 '11

S-32 0 4 "
ADDITIONAL CREDIT

Sum of months
credit (items passed)

5-12 2 11

re. 5.33 0 4 " re.

1?eyond basal level,

Hoe.
5-13 0 2 S-34 0 4 "

SOCIAL AGE5 -14 0 2 S-35 0 4 "
Basal credit plus

additional credit

Yrs. - rhos.
545 2 re. S-36 0 4 " TB'

S-16 0 2 5-37 4

Directions:S-17 0 2 " 5-38 4
Circle zero for

items failed. Circle number

S-18 2 " re, 5-39 4 rti

(months credit) for items pgsaed.
Henual offers,

complete directions.

S-19 0
2 H

S -40 0 4 "

S-20 0 2 " 5-41 0 4 "

.5-21 0 2
5-42 0. 4 " 101/4 yrs.

.2.9P



ITEM

SCORING BASAL

Fail Pass CREDIT ITEM

A-1 0 2 mos.

A-2 0 2

A-3 0 2 if % yr..

A-4 0 3

A-5 0 3

1 yr.

A-6 0 3

A-7 0 3

1% yrs.

A-8 0 2

A-9 0 2

A-10 0 2 " 2 yrs.

A-11

A. 12 0

A-13

2"
2 " 2Y2 yrs,

AUDEMIC SCALE SCORING FORM

SCORING BASAL SCORING BASAL
Fail Pass CREDIT ITEM Fail Pass CREDIT

A-20 0 4 mos.

A-21 0 4

A-22 0 4 " 4'4 yrs.

A-23 0 4

A-24 0 4

A-25 0 4. " 5/2 yrs.

A-14

A-15 0

A-16 0

2

A-2,

A-27 0 4

A-28 0 4 " 61/1 yrs.

A-29 0 4

A-30 0 4

A-31 0 4 II 7% yrs.

A-32

A-33 0 6 "

6"

8Y2 yrs.

A-34 0 6

2 if A-35 0 6

2 " 3 yrs.

2
If

A-36 0 6

A-37 0 8

9Y2 yrs,

2 " 34 yrs, 10% Yrs,

A-38 0 6 mos.

A-39 0 6

11% yrs.

SCALE SUMMARY

BASAL CREDIT

Age credit in highest (oldest) box in which

all items are passed.

ADDITIONAL CREDIT

Sum of months credit (items passed) beyond

basal level.

ACADEMIC AGE

Basal credit plus additional credit.

Directions:

Circle zero for items failed. Circle number

(months credit) for items passed. Manual

offers complete directions.

Mos.

Mos.

Yrs. Mos,

1. iv. lie II 1411 lig ga NI In la 411 IN So



CUMMUNICAlION SCALE SCORING FORM
111 111 gal Wariarierrfrlitir- Orrn gla

ITEM

SCORING

Fail Pass

BASAL

Carr

C-1 2 mos.

C-2 0 2 "

SCUM BASAL SCORING BASAL

ITEM Fail Pass CREDIT ITEM Fail ?ass CREDIT

C-22 0 4 mos.

C-23 0 4 "

4 "

C-4 0 2 "

C-5 0 2

C-25 0
4

C-26 0 4

C-6 0 2 " 1 r, C-27 0

C-41 0
r

6 mos.

C-42

C-43

0

0

6

6

rs,

C-44 0 6

4 " 51/2 rs, 121/2 yrs,

C -7. 0 2 " C-28 0 4

C-8 0 2 " C-29 0 4

C-9 0 2 11

C-30
61/2 rs,

BASAL CREDIT

SCALE SUMMARY

C-I0 0 2 " C-31 0 4
II

Age credit in hig1-. st (oldest)

box in which all items are passed.

C-11 0 2 " C-32 0 4 " Yrs. -Hoe.

C-12_0.1./aLL-3301.1_,Itsiz
ADDITIONAL CREDIT

0 6 " Sum of months credit (items passed)

1522(1 basal level.

C-13 0 2 " C-34

C-14 0 2 " C-35

C-15 0 2 " 21/2 rs.

C-16 t) 2 " C-36

C717 0 2 " C-37

k18...1)2112/1.s2
C-19

C-20

430

0

0

0

2

2

2

"

"

11, qt.
oi rs.

C-39

C-40

0 6

81/2 rs,

0

0

4 II

It
4

0 4 10 91/2 yrs,

0 6 "

0 6 "

101/2 yrg,

Mos,

COIEUNICATION ACE

basal credit plus additional credit

Yrs, - Mos.

Directions:

Circle zero for items failed; Circle number

(months credit) for items passed, .lianual offers

complete directions.
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This instrument..does not require
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Expires 12/31/75

EVALUATION OF THE PROCESS OF
MAINSTREAMING HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

INTO HEAD START

APPLIED MANAGEMENT SCIENCES, INC.

PHASE II

HIGH SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE

'I. Grantee

2.. Delegate-Agency

3, Alternate Program

Program Code

Child Code

Form Number

1.

Respondent:

(Position /Title)

Program Name:

MiaMM

Interview Date \ / /

Interviewer
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a

1

1

605

Child's Name Time Started
First Last

Focal Parent's Name Time Finished 11,MIO

Community/City State Date

Tester

Comments (Child became ill, refused, etc.)

HIGH /SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE

This booklet was prepared by High/Scope Educational Research Foundation, Ypsilanti, Michigan
for use under Office of Child Development, HEW, Contract No. HEW-OS-72-127.
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-22 s "01"

23

14

25

26

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE

I WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT THE ACTIVITIES THA.
DOES FROM DAY TO DAY. SOME OF THE QUESTIONS ARE.

(Child's Namel

THINGS HE (SHE) PLAYS WITH, AND SOME ARE ABOUT THINGS THAT YOU D
TOGETHER. THE QUESTIONS WILL HELP US TO UNDERSTAND MORE ABOUT WHAT
CONDITIONS ARE BEST FOR A YOUNG CHILD AS HE (SHE) GROWS.

1. HOW MANY CHILDREN'S COOKS ARE IN YOUR HOME THAT
CAN LOOK AT? (Child's Name)

Would you say: 3 . fifteen or more
or:. 2 several, but not fifteen
or: 1 three or fewer

1

1
2. HOW OFTEN WOULD YOU SAY SOMEONE READS STORIES TO

(Child's Name)

Would you say:
or:
or:

3 almost every day
2 several times a week
1 not that often?

3. HOW OFTEN DO YOU AND TALK ABOUT THE PICTURES H.1
(Child's Name)

(SHE) MAKES, WHAT HE (SHE) DOES DURING THE DAY, HIS (HER) FRIEND
AND SO ON?

Would you say: 3 for about a half-hour or more every day
or: 2 for a few minutes every day
or: 1 several times a week or less?

4. HOW OFTEN DO YOU LET HELP YOU WHILE YOU ARE
(Child's Names

COOKING, CLEANING THE HOUSE, WASHING DISHES, OR DOING OTHEll
HOUSEHOLD TASKS?

Would you say: 3 almost every day
or: 2 several times a week
or: 1 not that often?

A.70



5. I'M GOING TO READ A LIST OF HOUSEHOLD TASICS THAT CHILDREN som:TIMES HELP WITH. PLEASE TELL ME WHICH OF THEM
2,HELPED YOU WITH IN THE LAST MONTH. (Child's Name)

Yes - No

1 0

1 0

1. 0

1 0

1 0

1 0

clean or peel food for a meal
mix or bake things, like cookies
stir things while they cook, like soup, pudding, or jell°
find food on shel\es at the grocery store for you
take off the dishes after meals
put clean clothes into the right drawers or,shelves

6. HOW OFTEN DO YOU JOIN IN THE PLAY ACTIVITIES THAT

4

(Child's Name)
IS INVOLVED IN, SUCH AS PLAYING GAMES, DRAWING PICTURES, OR SINGING?.

Would you say: 3 almost every day
. or 2 once a week or soor: I not that often?

7. HOW MUCH TIME DOES
WATCH TELEVISION?(Child's Name)

Would you say: 3 about 2 hours a day or moreor: 2 every day but not for two hoursor: 1 several times a week or less?

8. HOW 'OFTEN. DO YOU TALK WITH
ABOUT HIS (HER) FEEL-(Child's Name)INGS TOWARDS THINGS, SUCH AS HIS (HER) FEARS, PEOPLE OPI-HINGS HE(SHE) ESPECIALLY LIKES, OR PEOPLE OR THINGS HE (SHE). ESPECIALLYDOESN'T LIKE?

Would you say: 3 almost every dayor; 2 several times a weekor: 1 not that often?

2 :G
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9. i AM GOING TO READ TO YOU A LIST OF THINGS CHILDREN CAN PLAY Wt.
PLEASE TELL ME WHICH ONES HAS A CHANCE TO PLAY
WITH AT HOME. . (Child's Name)
Char* .yes" only if kern iS prosancj/ available in home.

Yes No

crayons,and piper i3 6 \ 3 0

3 7 .., 1 0 scissors

13 8 1 0 scotch tape, paste, or stapler'
39 1 ,0 jigsaw puzzles
40 1 0 old picture catalogs to'read,and cut up, like Sears, Wards, or others 1
41 1 0 paint or magic markers
42 1 0 clay or playdotigh i..

43'' 1 0 "put-together toys like tinkertoys, Legos,.pegboards, or'beads for s nc
4.4 1, 0 hammer and nails with some wood scraps..,

45 1 0, yarn, thread:and cloth scraps for knitting or sewing
46 1 0 make believe toys out of milk cartons, tin cans, or egg cartons I
4 7 1 0 plants of his (her) own in a pot or garden ,

10. HOW OFTEN 00 YOU PLAY "HOUSE", "STORE" "DOCTOR", 'OR OTHIL
MAKE-BEI IEVE GAMES WITH

(Child's Name)

Would,you say: , almost every day
or: 2 several times a week
or: I not that often?

48

49

50

51.

53
54

55

56

57

58

59

11. NOW I'M GOING TO READ A LIST OF THINS CHILDREN START 'TO LEARN
'THEY GROW TO BE SCHOOL AGE. PLEASE TELL ME WHICH OF TH1

YOU-HAVE. TR! ED TO TEACH IN THE PAST MONTH.
(Child's Name}

if reply is "'already knoon." Probe for -in the past month." If someone other than local parent taught child. score"
Already Knows Yes NO

.1

I

1.

1

1 o

1

1

1

1

1

1

1.. ,
0

1

A.72

nursery rhymes , prayers, or songs

colors

shapes, such as circles, squares, or triangles

to write his (her) name

to remember his (her) address and telephone number

to count things 1
to recognize numbers in books

to say the "abc's"

to recognize letters in books

to read words on signs or in books

ideas like "big-little", "up-down", "before-after", an so

Be sure to record time finished



PARENT'S INTERVIEW SCHEDULE - PART I
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21--2 = "01"
23

24-25

26

27

28

29-30
31-32
33-34

1. Do you have any

(2) no

(1) yes

L1 How many?

PARENT'S INTERVIEW SCHEDULE - PART I

other children? (Circle response given)
1

(enter number)

2. Do any of these other children have handicaps or special learning problems?
(Circle response given)

(2) no

(1) yes

3. Is this child:

1 First Born

2 Last Born

4. Does your child

(circle one)

3 Only Child

4 Other

receive any special services other than those provided by
(name of program).

(2) no

(1) yes

What kind of services?

2

A.74

(Interviewer: Record verbatim.
Answers will be coded at a later dat.
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35

36

-37, 38 -39

40

41

42.

43

44
4'5, 46-47

48

49

50

it

i2

i3

;4

;5,

6

7

8-

9

5. Was your-child ever enrolled in another program similar to the one s/he is

currently enrolled in?

2 no

--1 yes

>5a. What kind of program

Head Start

was it?

1 Home-based,

2 Home-based, other

3 Infant stimulation program

4 Easter Seal Treatment Center

5 Association. for Retarded Children reenter- based)

6 BEH First Chanc e Project

7 Public School Preschool (center-based)

8 Other, specify

How many years was Your child enrolled? (Total time in all
'previous programs)

1 less than 1 year

2 1 year

'3 / years

4 3 years or more

6. Do you participate in activities sponsored by your child's program?

2 no

--1 yes

>6a. How often are you involved?

1 1 -3 hours a month

2 2 -3 hours 'a week

3 4 or more hours .a week

---4 6b. What kinds of activities are you involved in? (Check all that apply)

provide transportation for my child or other children

train or counsel other parents (i.e., a parent trained in a skill
shares that skill with other parents)

involved in outreach and recruitment of other handicapped children

involved in developing a community resource file

helped develop goals for social services and parent involvement
activities

function as a contact between my child's prograM and other service

agency(ies)

Contributed by making or donating materials for the clasSroom

'

in functions with parents of other normal Head Start
children (social functions, class functions, etc.)

other (specify)

other (Specify)

A_75 240



7 How often do you talk to your child's teacher or the -program director
about yodr child? (Interviewer: Code response below)

1 at least weekly

2 2-3 times a month

3 monthly

4 several times a year

5 rarely or never

8. How important do you think it is for your child to be in a speCial program
designed to meet his /her-special needs? (Interviewer: Make certain the
respondent understands the intent of this question)

Very important,

2 Somewhat important

3 1 don't know

-4. Somewhat unimportant

5 Very unimportant

9. Do you think the program your child is currently in is the best program
for him/her?

72 no

Lesa. What. program do you think would be best?

Interviewer: Write
in verbatim).

\

10. Do .you think your child will benefit from the TrograM he/she is in this
year? "(Interviewer: Benefit may be defined in terms of increased
learning, better social skills, and/or enhanced self-help skills)

4 I don't know .

3 no

2 yes, but only a little

1 yes, he/she will benefit greatly

11, .Where do you expect your child to be enrolled in school next year?

1 .1blic school

Head Start

3 Private school (specify)

Other (specify)

5 No program
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1-22 = "02"

23

1 24

5 -26

17-28

/9-30

11-32

1

63

ti

Now I'd like to ask you some general questions about yourself. This information
will be kept strictly confidential and will not be told to anyone. You do not
have to answer any of these questions, but it would help us in the study if you
would answer them. Thank you.

12. What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Interviewer:
Code response below)

1 less than high school

2 high school graduate

3 some college, but not a 4-year degree

4 college graduate

5 postgraduate study/degree

12a. Your spouse?

0 (Interviewer: Enter code from #12)

13. What is your occupation?

(Interviewer: Record verbatim)

13a. What do you do in your job?

(Interviewer: Record verbatim)

?14. What is your. spouse's occupation

.(Interviewer: Record verbatim)

144. What does your spouse do in .his /her job?

(Interviewer: Record verbatim)

15. Here is a card showing income groups (Interviewer: Hand card to parent)
Tell me the number of the group which represents your family's total
annual income, before taxes.

1 Under $5,000

2 $5,000 - $10,000

3 $10,000 - $15,000

4 Over $15,000

A.77
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PARENT'S INTERVIEW SCHEDULE - PART II
(For Mainstreaming Classes Only)

Yes Can't Sav

34 11 I feel my child could do better in a more
II

specialized program for her/his type of
handicap. 1 2

35 2 1 think other children don't like to be in
the same class with handicapped children. 1 2

36 3 I think my child gets along better at
home since she/he has been in school
with children who don't have handicaps. 3 2

37 4 I think it's best for handicapped children
to be,in a classroom with children who
don't have handicaps. 3 2

38 5 I think my child would have more friends
if she/he were, in a class of children
with similar handicaps. 1

6 I think that handicapped children in
classes with other children get along
better with other people. 3 2

40 7 Handicapped children are more like
other Children than different. 3

41 8 I think my child is afraid to try when
she/he is competing with other children. 2

42. 9 I think children without handicaps are
less likely to make fun of handicapped
children if they're in the same class
together. 3
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SHAEFER PARENT INVENTORY I

Check the number of the response that
most closely reflects how you really
feel about each statement. There are
no right or wrong answers.

1. Parents can do much about Center
policies and practices.

2. 'I am eager to have the teacher's
ideas about how I can work with
my child.

5. Parents cannot do much to change
what happens in my child's
classroom.

4. I want. the teacher to tell me
how to help my child learn.

5. There is not much hope that
parents can have a meaningful
effect on the center.

5. I want the teacher to help me
to do a better job of teaching
my child at home.

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3" 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

2

A.80
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4.

'S.

9.

YQ

11.

(educational-beliefs)

a)

a)

eo
dct

The most important thing to teach
children is absolute obedience to parents 1 2 3 4 5 .29

Although adults may have difficulty
accepting them, all children are
basically good at heart 2 3 4 5 30

Teachers should show the Same amount of
affection to all.the children 1 2 3 31

The most important thing to teach
children is absolute obedience to who-
ever is in authority 1 5 32

A child learns best by doing things him-
self rather than listening to others 1 2 3 4 5 33
One of .the'worst things about taking
care of children is that a woman feels
that she can't get out 1 2 3 4 5

3 4'

"Children should always obey their parents 1 2 3 4 5 35

A children are,goodAll by nature 1 2 3 4 5 36

Teachers should giye all children an
equal amount of praise 1 2 3 4 5 37

Children should always obey the teaOher 1 , 2 3> 4 - 38

-Basically, a child learns by exploring
the world around him 1 2 3 4 5 39

Most mothers are bothered more by, the
feeling of being shut,up in the home

.

than by anything else 1 2 3 4 5 40

,
Children 'should- not question the-
authority of their parents 2 3 4 5 41

Children are born good; it is society
that turns some Children into trouble-
makers

2 3 4 42

246
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.
Census
Book

_rode

960

962

963

964

965
970

911
972
973

IS

Code

323

411
412

413

414
415

416
417
503

1(C) 491

X(985)

X(206)
X(207) 419

X(209) 420
1(209) 421

X(216-236 422

1(216) 423

1(217) 424

X(218) 425
1(219) 426

X(236) 427

X(237) 430.

X(238) 431

X(239) 432

X(246) 433

X(247) 434

X(248) 435
X(249) 436

X(256+257 437
M)

X(256) 433

X(257) 419

xpi) 440

1(259) 441

X(267-276 442

1(267)
143

1(268) 444

1(269) 2.45

X(276) 1.46

VI: L1A04E;gs, CXCF.PT rARm A:40 mINZ

11

11 ect%.pation

Duncan
Socio-
Economic

Duncan CC,,S115

Fopula-
;Con
l7e c 7,1c,

Rice

Modified 1.Frcenti
4:hite-Slue !Popula-

Collar

Ferccnc Percent
Women Increrae

ten 1?c0-e0

C.Irpcncers hcloers. exc.
IC-ping 6 mining 07 0 15 4 -07 01 -30

Fishermen eyszormen 10 11 4 -06 01

Garate laborers, car washer:
& 'greasers 1. 4 14 03 32

Gardeners. cxc. farm and
;roundskcepers 11 19 A -33 02 38

.Longshoremen A. stevedores 11 25 4 09 01 -16

Lumbermen, raftsmen, wood-
choppers 04 0 04 -21 01 -28

Teamsters OS 13 4 03 -03

Truck drivers. Selper 09 28 4 -05 01

Warehousemen n.e.c. 08 28 -19 01 60

!Lanorers, 1.e.t.
07 1 4 12.791 1-03 !

Non-nanufaccurin,.:-
Construczen (for ocher
non -oft, . 1:1d. see after

Industries 07 16 1.16 01. 08

ManuEacturtnz kl: NA wnac. I

03 1
4 Li.491 F371kind see not spec. Ind.

under manufocturtn: -L7!

Durable zeocs)
.961 U."1

Lumber A u-med _r d. e'sc.

IZZ.Saa:S
71.znin miLls,

mill ork 03 0 04 4 -15 02 -34

Misc. wood products C2 09 -02 09 -Z7

.rniture A Fl..tures 05 19 4 .03 OS -08

'Stone, clay A -41ass prod..

: 1(Tf NA which t,elow) 07 4 [-13j 1 03!

Class 6 glass products 2 31 .02 07 -02

Cement, concrete. tYPItem,
plaster products 0 22 4 .04 0i IS

Structural clay prdducts 05 o . 19 4 .04 03 -03

Pottery & related prod. 07 30 4 .0t 16 -31

Misc_ nonmetallic mineral
4 ste-,e 05 0 23 4 .02 02

Metal 7-dries 07 4 221 I-ttf
Siasc furnaces, steel
uorks, rolling mills 09 35 4 -19 01 -15

Other primary iron A steel
Ind. 04 0 18 4 .07 01 -19

Primary nonferrous Ind. 05 0 4 .04 02 -04

Cutlery, hand tools 6 other)
hardware 07 27 4 I 01 18

Fabricated structural metal
products 07 4 -03 03 15

Mtsc. fab. met. prod. 10 27 4 -06 11 16

Mot spec. metal incl. 09 28 4 4 11 -57

exc. elec. (It]IMachinery.
which below) 11 1 4 j04 1 NEM

A;ric, mach., tractors 14 2 38 4 .01 03 -47

Office & store machines &
devices 17 3 45 4 08 05

Miscellaneous machine[" 10 32 -06 03 -07

EleccriCal macninery, equipl
cent and sunollo 14 r 2 45 4 -05 18 -02

sport a equipment)

fIt NA which I,e1,--sl 11 4 L92_1

Motor venicles 6 motor
vehicle equipment 13 1 42 4. .06 03 -27

Aircraft and parts 15 3 51 4 .01 06 65

Ship 6 boat bldg. ror. 02 0 19 4 02 -09

Railroad 6 nisc. transporta
titan (...,111r.,,'It 03 1 31 4 -03

2S9
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