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INTRODUCTION

STUDY BACKGROUND

The Head Start, Economic Opportunlty and Communlty Partnershlp S

,,Act of 1974 required that the. Secretary of the Department of Health

Educatlon, and Welfa re, shall report. to the Congress of the United
States at least annually on the status of handicapped chlldren being
Served in Head Start, their handlcapplng conditions, "and the nature

of the services be1ng prOV1ded The leglslatlon also authorized the_'

Secretary to undertake spec1al studies to. meet these 1nformatlon

needs

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

--Admlnlstratlon for Chlldren, Youth and Famllles, DHEW, contracted

with Applled Management Sclences, Inc. for a two’ phase Tesearch
study to investigate the services prOV1ded to hand1capped children

‘enrolled in Project Head Start. Phase I of the, study focused on .
‘the processes of recruitment, screening, d1agnosls -and the prov1--

sion of services for hand1capped children enrolled in Head Start.
Non- Head Start preschool programs for the handicapped were also

) 1ncluded in th1s study for comparative purposes

.....

To complement th1s information, the second phase of the study
(now in progress) is. deslgned to determine how serV1ces proV1ded by

/

!
/
o/

/

‘/’



Head.Startlprograms impact handicapped children. - Again, Head Start
as well as non-Head Start programs are being studied; and (for this.

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

‘The data collected in this current reésearch effort are to be
:_uSed to assess efforts to serve the pre-schOoi handicapped child
and to formulate reeommendations on ways co improve the effectives=
ness of Project Head Start through funding emphaéis,-technical
assistance, and/or chanées in performance guidelines. Information
will also be disseminated to .non- Head:Start'programs concerning

~Head Start practlces that may be partleularry effective with cer-
taln handlcapplng condltlons.

PURPOSE OF THE INTERIM TECHNICALlREPORT

"This report summarlzes the baseline data obtained for this phase
of the study during Fall 1977 and identifies the key methodolog1ca1
issues for consideration in the final data analysis effort. Spe- o
c1f1ca11y this report prov1des a review of the instrumentation and
methodology, outlines preliminary analysis of baseline findings,
documents pretreatment conditions, and clarifies. certain metnodol- /,iét

.ogical issues for the analys]_s plan. o B / -

—

e

The 1mpact of services are to be assessed w1th respect to 7
three major study questlons
® Is the progress'of'handicapped children enrolled in

* Head Start different from handicapped ch11dren Te-
ce1v1ng no sperlal serv1ces?

1/7Non served handicapped children, for purposes of this study, are
‘defined as hand’capped children who are not enrolled in a program
where at least two or more services (definéd in terms of Head
Start components, i.e., social services, education, parent "in-
volvement, 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 weeklv); and 13 percent were previously enrolled .

. .-in 'a program. for services. : '

\\J’



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

e/ Do variables that account for developmental progress
- among children enrolled. in Head Start differ from
those that account for progress among. ch11dren en-
‘'Tolled in non-Head Start programs7 :

In addltlon, there are several addltlonal questlons that will be
addressed: '

® To what extent does a handlcapped child's involvement
with Head Start affect his/her parents' attitudes and
involvement with the child and hls/her program of
serV1ces? :

o To what extent does the Head Start teacher s involvement
with handicapped children affect his/her attitude toward
mainstreaming and/or bandicapped children? L

Methodology

To answer these ba51c study questlons a pretest posttest
evaluatlon design, shown in Flgure 1.1, was developed using two
referent comparlson groups: pon-Head Start programs and a group of-

non- served handlcapped preschool chlldren - .

PRE TEST _ TREATMENT - ' - - POST TEST " —_
N ’ . - R 1/ ] T ) : - . -
Head St : = - llead Start.
art programs All measures o : ALl specified

non-Head Start programs |All measures a Others post test measures

non-served group | Selected child- & No Treatment |.. Selected child-

. specific measures |- - SN Tspecifit measures

XL
1

FIGURE 1.1: PRETEST/POSTTEST STUDY. DESIGN

All 'specified. pretest measures weTe administered to both the
Head Start‘and non-Head Start cases. However, because the? werefnot\
"enrolled 1in any program the nom-served group, Teceived only the |
child specific measures wh1ch could be completed by the parent For
posttest data collectlon ‘the non-served group will Teceive qhe same

measures as used in basellne data collection. ~ Both the Head Start
. ‘ {

l-7'1‘]'1e specific measures are discussed:in detail in Appendix/II

o
\ ,

1.3




5 and non-Head Start respondents will nave the same posttest measures -
; used, however, those pretest measures dealing with static, non-

; alterable variables, >uch as té€acher-pupil ratlo, program budge;,“

i - etc., will not be repeZted

0f the three groups from which data are .being collected, the

groups do not appear to be equivaiént on any of”the'specified outcome
measures and on some of the demographic characteristics. Because a
superficial inspection of each group indicates differences, the study
cesign assumes non-equivalent groups. A:major purpose of the u '

Interim Reporf will be to specify areas of non-equivalence for the
groups under'considerétioh and to specify procedures for controlling
ot cbrrécting these differences. Identifying these areasvof non-

-equivalence and the subsequent correction procedures is importént

=

" for comparing the groups on any specified variable.

The prlmary dependent variable used to assess treatment effects
is the growth and development of the child. A child's progress 1s
defined . 1n terms of developmental prqgress and increased interaction
with pe< rs and adults. The Administration for Children, Youth and
Famllleg, DHEW.'has detailed five broad types cf varlables on hthh
they bellevm.chlld progress 1s dependent..

- personal characterlstlcs ' deve]opmental status (1nc1ud1ng
~ . of the child - : social competency)
: - € cognitive
soc1al emotlonal
motoric
-self-help
language

primary handicap/

severity level

previous program
- experience '

chronological age




attitudes and characteris- famlly characteristics

tics of the child's family ® sStructure
e income
@ occupation
¢ ethnicity

parent support of
child development

parental attitudes
about mainstreaming/
child's programs

parent- educational
and familial vélues

9

attitudes and characteris- teacher characterlstlcs

tics of the child's teacher ® experience
' © - e education
@ training
AN 8 salary”™

‘attitudes about -
mainstreaming/
~handicapped chlldren

\\ : ' " teacher's perceptions
: of organizational -
support S
. teacher's educatlonal
- values (including per-
ceptions of appropriate’
‘parent roles)
program characteristics ., * ' ~program size
o ' length of service to
handicapped
coordinator of handi-
capped services.
_program_ structure
mainstreaming options
- funding level
= use of community-resources
classroom structure

b

gt



classroom intzgration = deg.ee of peer/child
o intevaction

degree of chlld/s*aff
interaction

'degree o? classroomn
1ntegratlon_

" Answers to the study questions must be explored w1th1n the
.’1arger framework of relatlonshlps that serve to explain develop--<- S
mental changes over ‘the course of a program year. It is exp@cted

. that child progress\can be explalned in terms of the flve gwoups
of characteristics described above " This general franeworP of
"relatlonshlpb is dep‘eted in Flgure 1.2 (page 1.6). ThlS framework
. is based on the RFP specified variable constructlon and suggests
that developmental prbgress is a function of several key var;able
“categories. Howeve¥, this framework also suggests that certaln
'Varlab]e categories are conflngent upon variable categorles to
their immediate left in this exhibit. For example,~1t is anﬁ ci- -
pated that developmental progress is dependent upon the degree of
peer/adult classrecom interaction to which a glven child 15 exposed.
‘However, the aegree of peer/adult. classroom 1nteractlon is in

1/,

turn 1argely a functlon of. the Varlable sets precedlng it.="

1/

~' The convention of path analysis in Exhibit 1 has been borrowed
. It is mot, however, intended.for this exhibit to represent. a
complete conceptuallzatlon of the causal mechanism at work in -
"a program's 1mpact/upon child development This exhibit ignores
non-recursive relationships which obv1ou51y would have to be
considered in the'issues under investigation (e.g., staff attltudes'
. may be.as much affected as they in ‘turn affeét the degree of d
" 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, thls framework represents a use-
- ful point of reference. ; :
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of the individual child) as the primary dependent variable. The
hLearnlng Accomplishment Profile - Diagnostic edltlon«( P-D) was

.preschool and early school range, and w1th ‘excellent psychometrlc /!
. /
- properties, thus providing a powerful tool for comparison with theﬂ

. Start children were identified to receive: individual admlnls-'

Instrumentation Issues

Certain attitUde measures and altérnative 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 cqnsideratigns_in_the_anduct of'the,'

'final analysis.' Two issues, especially require attention.

- The first-issue is the use of 1nFormat10n based on parent report’

_instead of direct functional assessment cf the individual child.

Applied Management Sciences has determined that,the_requlred t;me_fdr
administration of the Alpern- Boll'Developmental Profile, a parent

repdrt measure, is slgnlflcantly less than similar direct measures
of the 1nd1v1dua1 ch11d (one-half or: 1ess) “'Therefqre, respondent
burden could be decreased and substantial economy could be gained '
by u51ng this instrument (rather than a d1rect functional assessment

selected as an individual measure requlrlng just over one hour to
administer and score. The LAP-D assesses essentially Srmllar areas /
of sdcial cogn*tive, and physical develcpment. Addltlonally, ‘the -

LAP-D was de51gned spec1f1ca11y for developmental assessment in the/."

i

i

Alpern-Boll.. While the psychometric data available on the Alpern-/

- Bod 1l 1nd1cate that it is- essentlally equivalent to other 1nd1v1dua1

child measures that are. de51gned to assess. similar areas, a maJorq
study objective was'to statistically conflrm equivalence for thls
particular study population. Therefore, a minimum of 100 Head ;/

tration of both ‘the Alpern- Boll and the LAP- LAP-D. Follow1ng data col-
1ect10n,'an analysls of test equivalency was conducted ' '/

/ :

The second instrumentation issue. requiring - spec1a1 attentlon

is the development of two measures of attitude towardstmalnstreamlng

-
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-handicapped children. Both attitude measures, one designed for
-parents and the other deslgned for teachers, were developed from item
pools and other scales. They generally follow the '"Likert" format.ll
The. content validity of the scales and the extent: to which they
measure what they purport to measure must be determined by anal/51s
:0{ basellne data

_ In~addition to specific examination-of these instrumentation
issues there is another broader issue “for consideration.  Because
of the posslblllty for respondent attrition or posttest absenc.
Acertaln cont1ngenc1es were carefully included in the ‘collection of
baseline data. These include the collection of alternate form data’
_for tertain respondents and the baseline collection of one-timef
‘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 forms

in the baseline data may indicate that they are not useful for post--
test -data requirements. ‘

Identification of Group Differences

A clear understandlng of baseline ftndlngs is necessary in_
order’ to 1dent1fy 51m11ar1t1es and differences in Head Start and
non- Head Start programs. Only the specific documentation of base;
.dllne levels and potentlal rates of chdpge w111 enable accurate

¢

>

comparisons between groups.

5

' 1/The "Likert" format for attitude scales is commonly designed as

- a positive or negative statement with 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 posltlve OoT negative re-
sponses is- standard

-
i .
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Recause of the complex nature of over 400\ identified variables
and because of the mixed nature of these variables (both discrete
and contlnuous), those key variables wh1ch are most important in
determlnrpg specific program effects, if any, m&%;—he identified.

. The analysis of baseline findings presented in this report'
is primarily a descriptive approach . The intent is to describe _
how Head Start progtams dlffer from available non- -Head Start pro-
grams and to identify substantive differences in programmlng 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 groups which are essentially'non-equlvalent, both with ‘respect
to themselves 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 é&xist. This will enable

statistical compaTrisons between programs where' there aré major simi-

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

istics) for certain ana1y51s efforts Where substantlal dlffcrences

are shown to exist between programs, however, these dlfferences must e
'be ver1f1ed and their effects statlstltally controlled for.

The complew path model used to descrlbe'the overall ana1y51s
approach requires that the massive quantlty of var1ab1es ‘be reduced
to those 51gn1f1cant groups of variables to which the greatest

- amount of assessed change can be attributed.

'OverV1ew of Sample

' flve gTroups: ) _ . /

%

To answer the major study quest1ons, data was’ collected on

/

® Progran d1rectors for each center 1n which ch11dren
are sampled A /

1.10 25 .
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o Handicapped children enrolled in Project Head Start
programs. Respondents included the child's parents
and teachers, and observations of the child.

) HandlCapped children enrcllied in non-Head Start programs
" serving the preschool handicapped in the same communltles
as the selected Head Start programs. Again, respondents.

were the c¢hild's parents and teacher and,ohservatlenguwm.

Of the . 111d.

: . N . .

° Handlcanped preschool-age children who were currently
not receiving any form of treatment related.to their
handicap. Respondents were limited to. the parent.

. e Non- handlcapped preschool age chlldren. ‘Observations
~ + of the child were obtained. -

The sample 1ncluded 400 Head Start handlcapped children (429 v
were actually obtalned), 400 handlcapped children enrolled in non-
Head Start programs (353 were obta1ned), and 200, dlagnosed pre~ ™
qchool handicapped ch11dren not rece1V1ng serv1ces (154 were o
found), and 200 'non- hand1c4pped children who would be observed
with the Prescott-SRI Child Observation Syétem in order to atquire
a non-handicapped reference group (230 were 1dent1f1ed and u;e&

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

' Delegate Agenc1es) were selected for inclusion in the study (55

part1c1pated) Randomly selectnd these programs are. -represen-

tative'of the population of all Head Start programs with regard \‘t

to’ SWbA/non SWSA location and size Gf program enrollmént. \Flity
(50) non- Head Start programs which also serve. preschool hand1-
capped cnlldren 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 conductéd with thldren' par=nts and teachers. These

measures collected data on respondent characterlstlcs and. attltudes
.toward handlcapned ‘children and the practlce of malnstreamlng,

“and on Chlld growth and - development. .

- 1.11
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The overall . ana1y51s plan cannot pTOperly proceed w1thout some.
descr;ptlve 1nformat10n concernlng the effects of varlous Varlable
 groups on these program features, } This . pretest posttest de51gn is .
5 \: based on what is expected to be non-equivalent. groups\for Comparzscn'
' of the effects of Head" ‘Start and non-Head Start programs_as well as

Lo ~‘t'h\,“I'elati've‘absence of'any program at all. A large number of
prospectlve variables have been considered and some w1ll have to -
be ellmlnated from the f1na1 data analy51s effor . In adamt:on

instruments require verlflcatlon of thelr measurement capahllaty

. The intent of th1¢ report is to verlfy the valldlty of certain
test instruments, to déscribe program 51m11ar1t1es and differences
amd-to identify the key variables from each of the variable. ‘groups’
which should be retained for con51deratlon in the general analysts‘
plan. A .
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DESCRIPTION OF SAMPLE

To answer‘fhe’study'que°tion5, five specific audiences were
. selected for data collection:
® Program d1rect0T5 tor each center in which children
are sampled;

® 400 handicapped chlldren enrolled in Pro;ect Head Start,
their parents and their teachers; _

° 400 handlcapped children eprolled .in non-Head Start
programs serving the preschool handicapped (in the
same communitiés as the Selected Head Start programs),
their parents 2nd thelr teachers;

o 200 handlcapped preschool-age children who are currently
' not receiving 2ny forp of treatment related to their
handicap and their parents; :

) 200 non-handicapped DreSChool age chlldren 1/
PROGRAM SAMPLE

A total of fifty- niﬂe (59)>Head Start programs (Grantees or
Delegate Agenc1es) were 5elected for 1nclu51on in Phase I of the
- study and were asked to part1Clpate in this phase also. Randomly

. selected, these programs are representatlve of the population of all_ o

Head Start programs w1th Tegafd to SMSA/non-SMSA location and size

1/For purposes of the stﬂdy a preSChool aged chlld is deflned as a
child between the ages 0f two years, six months and six years-
six months at ‘the time ©of pretestlng :




\
\

of p;ogram.énrollment. Four of the original fifty-nine Head Start
‘progrémé 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 requestéd to be dropped because they were involved in .
several other data cbilection efforts as well as a major evaluation
and had beén 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 particibate. Of the fifty-four (54) non-Head Start ¢
programs that responded and agreed to pérticipate, four were dropped
when the_age‘limits.of their handicapped children excéeded the
study requirements. '

PLANNED SAMPLE

A total of 815 children who were enrolled in either Head Start
or a deéignated'noh-Head Start program were ultimately selected fo?
participation in the study. Children were selected fqr 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 prbgram 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 handic pping
conditions. <Cualy three blind and seven deaf children were avnil-
~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



these few handicapping conditions is relatively smail, the aetual

- seleetion rate for the study significantly underrepresent the
eiﬁected incidence of occurrence. = Two possible.phenomena may ex-
plan, in part, the low incidenee:' enrollment of these children
in highly specialized (often segregated) '"special” pregrams;.aﬁd;*\\\\\\\
‘the lack of comparable-specialized services in most preschool
programs. | -

Staffing, training;.data collection procedures, and analysis
strategies were 11 based on a planned for sample of 800 children
from the two programs. The low frequency of these four handiCapping
conditions allowed for some other handicap categories to be sampled

- at a higher rate. This was most easily accomplished for the handi-
capping conditiens of speech impaired, physically handicapped, and
mentally retarded.- Of the 815 children selected from the coded
child lists for 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 wefe missing or.non-repeatable,measures were COmn-
sidered: invalid. The field teams determined that children from
some of the selected non-Head Start ﬁrograms 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 ar 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 were -located.
Additionally, to avoid. possible legal difficulties,-the selected
study geroup re51ded prlmarlly in states which had not mandated the
prov151on of services to all preschool handlcapped children.

«
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of sources.

_grams.

Potential study participants were identified through a number
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 awaltlng enrollment in their pro-

Other resources contacted for the same purpose included

"local directors of Easter Seal Agencies,

* to make the initial contact with the respondent to solicit

local Publlc}Health Departments, State and

local school systems,
and the Associations for

Retarded Children: -
Approximately 154 sample participants were identified
In each case the referring agency/person

through
requested

these resources.
and 2n-

courage their participation in the study This intermediate step
was taken to protect the agency's confldentlallty of data and the

'prlvccy of the parent.
After this initial communication was made, the Phase II field

staff contacted the parents ‘to: (1) furcher explain the purpose
of the study; (2) secure permlsslon for their handlcapped child to

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

\\

Children in the non-served control group an nd their. parents
were assessed with the same measures used for Head Start children
and parents, except for those that were 1nappropr1ate because they

related to classroom events or to services the chlldren did not
receive. ) / o B
The majority of the nen-served control group assessments were
however some of the respondents, - |
L ,

conducted in the parent's homes;
where it was feasible, elected to utilize ithe facilities of the

' e ..
N i
/

referring agency. ' '
: | ' ]

The data.collection schedule is shown in Table 2.1. ;

' . ' L ) j
TABLE-2.1: SCHEDULE FOR DATA COLLECTION : ' |
. o : . ot

‘ , Program Type . X _ /

- Dates Head Start Non-Head Start - . Non-Served , /

November .7:, 1977 |

Begin October 17, 1977 October 17, 1977
November 25;1977 December 30,1977

End _ November 25,1977

.;;(; .




Data collection activities for the non-served control group
-were not completed until Decempzr 30, 1977, primarily because of the
initial difficulties in accessing data (names and addresses, etc.,
of preschocl handicapped children) from some of the referral
__sources. 1In addxtlon, some of the non-served group participants
were 1dent1FLed after the comp;etlon of the primary data collection
act1v1t1es from the Phase II Head Start and non- Head Start programs.

The dlstrlbutlon of handicaps by program type for the 782
children errolled in programs and 154 ‘non-served 1is 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 caSeé per handicap,
there are other notable deficiences in the sample. The visually

mpalred blind, hearing impaired, and deaf children show very low

frequencies (as previously discussed), aithough;they are fairly
similar to thqse 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 categories-
{(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 cpnditionS-is
twice as high (29% compared with 15% and 17% -comparea with 9%,
respectlvely) in Head Start programs, while the later condition.
occurs at three times the rate (37% compared w1th 11%) in the non-
Head Start programs. :These distributions present 51gn1f1cant
vprbblems which have to be accommodated for in analysis efforts.

SUBSAMPLEo_

Two subsamples of the study groups were identified and selected
- for spec1a1 study objectives. One special objectlve required
a small subsample-t¢f at least 100 handicapped ch11dren to be admln-
istered the Learning Accompllshment Profile - Dlagnostlg edition
{LAP-D). The purpose of’this'objeetive was ' to verify the accuracy

..
]
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N - TABLE 2.2

. DISTRIBUTION OF SAMPLE FOR PROGRAM TYPE
AND HANDICAPPING CONDITION

. PROGRAM TYPE ]
PRIMARY - Non-Head Start .
HANDICAPPING S Head Start Programs Non-Served
CONDITION L. $ of Column "% of Column t of Colum
"Visually impaired 4.7 0.6 ° o 1.9
- (N=120) (N=2) ’ (N=3)
Blind 0.2 © 0.6 1.9
. : . - (=1} (N=2) . (N=3)
Hearing impaired 4.4 3.1 1.2 .
’ {N«19) (\=11) . (N=2)
Deaf P ] 1.2 0.6 0.6
(N»3) (N=2) (N=1)
Physical handicap - 18.¢& 18.3 16.2
(N=80} (¥=65) (N=25)
Speech impaired 28.9 15.3 39.6
- - (N=124) (N=54) {N=61)
ticalth or Jdevelc, ~rally ) .
impaired - 17.2 . 8.8 12,3
- . . (N=73) ) (N=31) (N=1Y) -
Mentally retarded . 1.4 36.5 9.2
R : . (N=49) - . (N=129) . (N=14)
"1 Specific learning disability 6.3 6.8 0.0
- (N=27) B (N=29)
Serious emotional disturbance . ,. 7.0 2.3 6.5. -
g (N=30) (N=33) . (N=10) ' ‘
Not specified : ) . 10.4 o
‘ . (N=16)
. 100.0% 45.8% 37.7% 16.5"
TOTAL T (N=93¢  N=429) . (N=353) - (N=133)

*Perccnt of row.

of parent report information secured from the A;pern-Boll Develop-

mental Profile and the psychometric equivalence of the two scalos.

A total of sixty-five (65) speech impaired.énd'sixty-five emotionally
'distUrbéd 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'drOppédﬁsb that a final’subsampie of 126 were retained forn

analysis.

' The second special objective also reqUired=a-subsamp1e of
approximately 100 respondenfs._-The teachers of 125 randomly ‘identi-
fied hdndicapped_children_wefe-selected to receive the teacher

2.6



.short form of the Alpern-Boll. The purpose of the second objecxtive:
~was to determine the extent to which the teacher short form could be

used as an alternate form to the parenc 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 correia-
tion study between the two forms. |

- . L } . ) . ':\» . L ) . - E
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INSTRUMENTATION ISSUES

. Twelve primary instruments were used to collect pretest data
i.for the study. This chapter discusses some of the measurement.
issues of concern with three of these instruments. The Alperﬁ-
'Boll Developmental Profile presented two. key issues for comsideration:
whether parent report data could be validly considered as a sub-’
~stitute for a direct assessment of the child; and the equlvalencyv

" of a short teacher=form which could be used in the event of parent
attrition. Also, two measures of attitude toward the concept of

malnstreamlng were developed and a Teview of the measurement charac--'
teristics of these scales for this study sample is prov1ded

ALPERN-BOLL DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE

. Since allithree primary- study objectives (see page 1.2) requlre
developmental assessment of each handlcapped ch11d it was necessary
to select an instrument that was sensitive both to 11fferences_
across several dlStlnCt abilities and also to areas of growth and
development during the pre- post interim. The Alpern- ‘Boll Develop-
mental. Profile, a parent report 1nstrument which assesses develop-
mental growth of the child (See Appendlx II), was ‘selected as the

‘prlmary measure.

- However, previous- experlence W1th the use of parent-report in-
formation to assess growth:!and ‘development of the child by ACYF

N
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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’ Wthh was considered as
the primary dependent measure. The Alpern -Boll was selected for the

following reasons:

1. .reduces respondent burden;

-2+ minimizes classrtoom disruption by not requirfﬁg.the
child be present for administration; .

3. reauces the expense and time of tra1n1ng certified
evaluators, :
4. offers .one additional measure (social- emotlonal) in

an -area deemed of cr1t1ca1 1mportance at the pre-
school level; .

5. ., provides a full range of measurement 1n the Self
Help area; :

6. provides a streamlined measure of phy51ca1 develop-
ment skills. :
Beeause the valldlty of using the parent'report information was con-
sidered questionable by ACYF it was determlned 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: |

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

Another_importaﬁtbissue of concern with respect to the Alpern-
Boll is the need to identify a backup source r. the developmental
gro&th data in the event the original_respon 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 informatioh
on the equivalence of the two forms~ for the present study population.
- The re11ab111ty data supplied by the Appalachlan Education Laboratory




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 posttest absence)? _

L4

Study Objective I1:  Assessment of the Alpern-Boll DeveZopmentaZ Pro- .
ftle as, a valid alternative to the Learnvng Accomglzskment Profile-
Dpagnostzc Edition.

Even though>aﬁiitem-bf-item‘inSpeetion 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 chlldren. It was necessary to obtain 1in-
formation with. which to more precisely estimate the extent of meas-
urement correspondence for these two developmental assessments in
order to valldate use of the Alvern-Boll. /

The LAP-D was administered to a subset of ;26 children for whom
- Alpern-Boll profiles were also collected. Table 3.1 presents the
: relevant Peareon ploduct moment correlatlons for the 126 chlldren who
had both assessments admlnlstered

TABLE 3.1 /
ALPERN-BOLL AND LAP-D CORRELATIONS

'
/.
/

| LAP-D . _ \
. Fine ross . nitive Total
~=--|-- ALPERN-BOLL" Motor Motor Language Cognitive fTota
Physical Age 0.46 . 0.47 ,
Acadenic Age /'0.63 0.71 »
Commun1cat1on Age ' 0.64
IQ Equ1valency . ' . 0.43

N=126 Signifigance >.001

e
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wThe.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 correspon&ence 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 cprrelations; the better

‘the Alpern-Boil fulfilis.it§ role as a valid alternative for the LAP-D
; : | . : : .

~

+ In fact,.there‘is!some Teason td‘believe~that the obtained

correlation cpefricieﬁts are minimal estimates and that truer
estimates would raise the correlations,substantially. When conduct-
ing.correiation analysis with samples where the sample range .5
restricted in some manner, the resulting correlation coéfficients
tend to be artificially low. "This is demonstrated in Figures 3.1
and 3.2 which illustrate typical scatter plots of the corresponding-
s¢cores on two measures. The;illustrafion in Figure 3.1 shows»fhe

scatter plot for two measures that have a high positive correlation

140

1120
Measure T
80 --..:
sof . e
40 L
200 . L

0 |
0. 20 40 60 80 . 100 120 140
I Measure II : ' -

FIGURE 3.1: SCATTERPLOT OF A MODERATELY HIGH CORRELATION FOR TWO
" MEASURES ‘ . ' |




with each other ‘(about +.90).Y,The range of possiblers;dres for each
‘measure is from about 20 to about 140 on -he scales provided.

Sﬁppbse, however, that somethingfhappens when adminiétering 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-cdrrelatidn'Wili appear quite
different. Figure 3.2 illu§trates the '"'mew'" scatterpiot in the 1in-
set. Visual inspection of this ‘"new" scatterplot’ indicates that
there>i5-probab1y very little relationship between Measure Iuaﬂd
Measure II.

To the extent that tne sample children rece1v1ng ﬁg%h the
Alpern-Boll 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

o

Measuré.I

Measure. IT

Measure I |

|
|
|
|
i
|
1

60

50 —80
Measure II

RN

.‘FIGURE 3.2: INSET FOR RESTRICTED RANGE CF 60.Td 80 SHOWING '"NEW"
: ' SCATTERPLOT ’ :
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of only handicapped preschool children it is nlghlv probable that
this sample of 126 children used for the correlation analysls has
some restrictions in overall ability ranges. Trﬂs would affect the

computed correlatwons by artifically lowerlng them

"The effect of restricting the range.of a group of scores on
artificially lowering measures of. association for two instrumehts has
already been discussed. 1In a similar way, restrlctlng the range

within Wthh an individual score can fall may art1f1c1a11y 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-Boll as an alternative to the
LAP-D,“the sensitivity of each measﬁre te changes in growth and
development is crucial. As reviewed in Appendix II, the adminis-
tratlon,directions for the LAP-D provide'instruCtiqns for a‘”ceiling"
is. achieved.when the child:misses three out of five items. No fur-
ther items of greater difficult; are ddministered since. it is assumed
that the child will m1ss all items beyond h1s '"ceiling." However,
the Alpern Boll procedures for handlcapped (atyplcal) childrén re-

quire administration’'of each entire subscalecup to a trlple "*hasal"
or "ceiling.'" This procedurp recocnlaes the greater variability of-
performances across several assessment areas and assures more op-
portunity for a wider range ‘of scores...‘;

This dlfference 1n admlnlstratlon ins “ructions can affect the
gsens1t1v1ty of. the. 1nstrument to changes 1n developmeqtal skills.
Table .3.2 .oresents the ranges of sCurcs round on both the LAP-D and

the Alpern;Boll; Oonly the range of scores for the ”Cognltlve“ scale/
‘of the LAP-D 1s farrly large compared with the ranges of the
Alpern Bo]l A review. of the scatterplots for the correlatlons con-

firms- that the LAP D scores tend to be lower and of a narrower range.
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TABLE 5.7

‘'RANGE FROM LOWEST TO HIGHEST SCORES FCR ALPERN-BOLL‘AND LAP-D-

, - Medete :

SCALE ALPERN-BOLL .LAP-D - o

’ Lowest Highest Range of Lowest Highest Range of

Sccre Score Scores Score.  Score  Scores

Academic Age". 20 82 6 - 9 - 88 72
Cognitive ' ' '
‘Commmication Age 24 - 96 72 8 53 45
Language :
Physical Age =\ 18 116 .98
Gross Motor N _ 25 78 53 .
Fine Motor 5 , ' ) 28 74 | 46

In situations where the developmental changes can be’ exnerted to . be
- -very small, even minor blunting of the sen51t1V1ty could mas; 1mporu
ant (although small) changes. : S~

While the range restrictions do not necessarily affect!groﬁp
performances, such restrictions tend to contribute adversel | to the
tests' sensitivity to change and can contribute to lowered correla-
tion coefficients. ~This blunting of sensitivity is pérticulariy
_damaging at the abiiity extremes, and éven more so with héndicépﬁed
children since develcpmental changes for this group tend to be more
.gradual and less pronounced.

The result is that the LAP-D could tend to be somewhat less
sensitive to .minor developmental changes for this study populatlon
The Alpern-Boll, on the other hand, could yield slightly more accur-

rate true score estimates. This would increase sensitivity to small
‘d'evelopmenta1 changeo and would also remove a small amount of
re51dual variance from pr°d1c; on equatlons. '

Another factor contrlbutlng to the relatlvely low co*relat10n¢~
between the Algern Boll and the LAP-D-on the phy51cal and Flne/Gros

Motor scales could be’ Mtest faflgue " The LAP D 1s typlcally

o
-~
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administered in two or three sessipns*so>that the Fine/Gross Motor
scales are administered by themselvés as with only one other scéle.
The pretest administration procedures required the entire scale to
be administered in one session, with the Flne/Gross Motor scales
being last. Field staff reported evidence of fatlgue and 1nattent10n
an these latter scales-

Summary and Conclusion

1. _The Alpern-Boll supscales that are uSually thought of as
- the best predictors of school success (academic, communi-
cation, and 1Q equivalency) were the scdles which best
correlated Wwith coptent similar scales on the LAP-D and
there is re#Son to pelieve that true score correlations
should be even higHer. .

2. The administTation pTOCedures for the Alpern -Boll prov1de
better assurancCe f£or sensitivity of the measure to change
and less opportunity for imposed .range restrictionms.

‘While not psychometrlcal*y equlvalent, the Alpern-Boll Developmental'"
Proflle can serve as 2 comparable measure to the LAP-D for purposes

of measurlng change in short term development across the specified
ab111t1es.
Study Objective IT: Aihgngggggz‘ighort Form' of fhe Alggrn -Boll

Developmental Profile As an Alternative Form in the Event of
Parent Attrltlon or Rgétﬁg;EyA_;gggg

A1l 105 programs and 782 parents have agreed to part1c1pate in
both the pre- and postteSt data collection efforts. In the event
of ~parental ahsence for the posttest, however, the prlmary dependentA.
measure of developmental growth for the chlld (the Alpern-Boll) would "
be,unobtalnable. ‘Applied Mapagement Sciences’, has participated

‘that even Wifh\cziiiszEPEQilﬂw‘up efforts and parent incentives
some amount of -attTitiOon can be expected. o

If this attrition should occur in the'handicap categorles where
the sample sizé is c10se tO oT greater than the: de51red voal of
flfty (50) cases, then these cases: ‘could simply. be’ dropped from any-
'ana1y51s which uses the Alpern-Boll.  However,:if this attrition
should occur in handlcap categorles in which the sample size 1s




~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 alternatives 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..
 1£ this does not prove to be feasible (for example, if thé parent
is 111, deceased Qr'cannct be located), then special effort tlo
collect the data from another respondent must be made. |

- Applied Management Sc1ences, Inc., has ant1c1pated such a
p0551b111ty Field staff were directed to administer to the '\
teachers of 121 random]y selected ch11dren a short "teacher form"

of the Alpern-Boll Developmental Profile developed by the "

\~Appa1ach1an Educatlonal Laboratory, West Virginia. This 1nformat10n

could then be used -to determine the su1tab111ty of the short ""teacher
. form" as an alternative in the cvent 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)_éﬁd the IQ

‘equivalency score show good correlation coefficients for the two

- forms. Thése three correlation coefficients assume even more, siz-‘
nificance in light of the prev1ous dlscu551on concerning restrlc-
"tion of rdnges, a factor wh1ch can be expected to artificially lower
‘these coefficients also. The three scales with relatively low '
correlation coefficients (Physicai;VSelf Help, and Social Age
Scales) do not seem to'prdVide 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 ad range of cases, there appears

to be considerable variability between scores that cannot otherwise

~



TABLE 3.3

o | 'CORRELAT"ON:COEFFILIENTS FOR THE ALPERN-BOLL
i N DEVELOPMENTAL PROFILE PARENT ADMINISTERED FORM
v AND TEACHER ADMINISTERED

IR SHORT FORM
- ™~
/ # /T Teacher Admini-- o ] Self . . —
) | parent tered . IQ Equiv- Physical. Hel Social Academic Communication
R4 |Adninistered atency A8t age fEe M Ase .
/ 1Q Equivalency 0.60 : .
, Physical Age : 0.47 :
/ | Self Help Age ‘ : 0.57 -
" | Social Age | .54 i
Academic Age . - ' 074 l
Commumnication Age . : , . " 0.69- E

N=121 Significance ﬁ-.om .
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
Alpern‘Boll Although both the Academic Age scale and the Communl-
- cation Age scale show correlations Wthh are adequate, they are

) expected to be low estimates. If the excessive variabillty 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' v
r-dfamiliarity should-result: in stronger~iong¢short Alpern Bcllvcorre-~~m~é

!lations at the end of the program year, Based on this assumption,

/Applied Management Sciences will continue with plans “to use the o
short form of the Alpern-Boll to collect developmental data in those

cases in which parents cannot be contacted during ‘the posttest. RS

However, Applied Management Sciences will also conduct another long
‘n*m/=hort form posttest validity study 51m11ar to the one that was’
conducted durlng the pretest in order to verify the assumption of .
greater posttest correlation

3.10
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Summary and Conolusions. The most desirable alternative to the ‘
scheduled posttest parent - “aterview with the Alpern-Boll is a second

effort to locate and interview: the parent at a more convenieat t1me
or locationm. However, in the event that it is not fea51ble/ the
“short '"teacher-form' of the Alpern Boll could be effectlveﬁy used
At present it appears that the ana}y51s using this altevhate form 1s

-11m1ted to the use of the IQ equlvalency score, the Academic sc= 1c
and the Communlcatlon scale. Thlslseems entirely possible since j
these are the three scales most frequentlv assoc1ated with 'school |

success and are likely to be 1ncluded in most analysls efforts w1gh

- “the Alpern-Boll. ' ! v // _ I

I‘

' Howeve-, the teacker short form will agaln be- admlnlstered to a
_sample of 120 during: posttest data collectlon ‘in order to examlne
the p0551b111ty of increased correlatlon between the two scales rk-
"sultlng from greater teachef familiarity’ ‘with the child. Should [an
orlglnal respondent be unaVallable for/posttest data collection and
should alternative methods to contact that respondent. be unsuccessful,
then the teacher administered short form of'the.Alpern~Boll‘will;be
used. 'The.IQ equivalency score, .the Academic Age, and the Communi-
cation Age scores of the'short form should be used in the final data ’
ana1y51s effort If posttest ana1y51s reveals the expected 1ncrease
_in correlatlon coefficients, then it is_ p0551b1e that addltlonal |
'scales will be used as well ) : e _f[,

|

MEASURES -OF ATTITUDE TOWARDS MAINSTREAMING THE HANDICAPPED.

_ Two attitude soales.were'constructed'by Applied'Management‘,

‘ Scienoes,fInc,, for use in measuring relative attitudes toward the

. concept of mainstreaming handicapped children. The "Parent Interview
Schedule” consists of nine items in whlch ‘the questlons to parents '
"are phrased with respect to their child. The "Teacher Attitudes <and
Opinions Interview’ con51sts of 19 items comprlslng ‘two~scales and
yleldlng a total scale score. These items are not spec1f1c to a
glven child. Rather they refer cpec1f1ca11y to the teacher and
referenced handicapped children only in general. _ : L

- | } 311




, hAttitude 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 A Attltude 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 poss1ble because of the attitude held by the individual, or

-whethervthe two interact delicately so as to cont1nually modlfy
each other. While the causal relationship is' not always apparent,
it is still important to describe how these,attitudes differ with
respect tc certain demographic variables.

These two, attitude scales weré constructed in part from 1tem
:pools developed by Applied Management Sciences and in part. from other
att1tude measures. Because these scales are non- standard measures,
it is also necessary to describe the méasurement characteristics of
each scale and to confirm both the content: valldlty of the scales

and the sultablllty of each scale to serve as a measure, of the
desired attitude. '

‘" rent Interview Schedule'

This nine item~qdestionnaire assessed the parents' attitude.
toward. having their child enrolled in a ”malnstreamed" program
compared with enrollment ini'a more speclallzed program with other
handicapped chlldren. Paren shcould respond to each item with "yes,"

""no," or "can' t say. " Respons s that 1nd1cate a p051t1ve attitude
toward malnstreamlnc were we1ghted’w1th a score of 3, neutral Te-
sponses rece1ved a2, and negatlve responses ‘received a 1. For
scoring purposes, the nine items were summed. A score of 9 would
be the lowest possible score. 1nd1cat1ng a negatlve attitude overall

~towards mainstreaming. A total score of 27 is the hlghest p0551b1e
and indicates a p051t1ve attitude towards. hav1ng a Chlld placed in

a malnstreamed program. .

Table 3.4 presents the Pearson product- moment correlations for
each item and the total _score. Inter-item correlations are espe-
cially. low while 1temetotal correlatlons are cons1derably higher.

3.12
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This.sdggests that the measurement. content of each item has 11tt1e
overlap with other items, and that each item contrlbutes some unlque
measure to the total score. Also this suggests that the question-
naire is relatively efficient-because it does nét exceséivély 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

7 .
;o

(luestionnaire [tems Total o Items

Score 1 2 3 4 ~5- 6 1 @

1. I feel my child could do better in a more .53
specialized program for her/his type of
handicap. _

2. -1 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 | .39 .07 .06
since she/he has been in school with chil- -}
dren who don't have handicaps. ’

4. I think it's best for handicapped chlldren .52 s .18 .09
to be in a classroom with children who
don't have handicaps.

§. I think my child would-have more friends. .49 .26 .19 .01 .13
. if she/he were in a class of chlldren with | ° : . ’
similar handicaps. '

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 afe more like other .39 - .11 .12 .02 -.13 .1z .11
children than dlfferent B} _ ' o : o
8. T think my child is afraid to try when 39 - .18 .17 .06 . .06 © .22 .0l. .05
she/he is competing with other children, o . o ‘
9. I think children without handicaps are -~ | .41. .13 .08 .12 .16 .02° .16 .06 .03

less likely to make fun of handicapped
children if they re in the same class .
together Ty o . b

N = 481 (mumber of malnstreamed chlldren)

'Eitraneous measurement error could occur when.some other variable
is also being measured by the qﬁestions. For exarple, 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 arconclu-;

~sion were made that this ‘child does not like dogs, it would only be.




partialiy correct, since there is considerable measurement error
present in*the way the child qas questioned. The "Parent Interview
Schedule” is de51gned to assess the att1tude of parents towards -

: ma1nstream1ng their hand1capped child. There is one extraneous, but
related, variable which could affect measurement of this construct:
~the attitude of the parent toward the specific program the child is
enrolléd in. Two measures of this are provided in the parent inter-.
view instrument. One question asks if the patent believes the child , .
will benefit from the program they are enrolled in. Responses range
-on a four item scale from "greatly" to "no." The second questionv‘
asks if the parent believes the current program is the best one

Favallable (responses, 'yes = 1, no = 2)

Table 3.5 presents the corre1atlon coefficients of each item
w1th the total score controlllng for (partlalllng out) the effects ,
of these two questions. The table shows very little change in cor-
relation coeff1c1ents from ‘the f1rst order coeff1c1ents presented in
Table 3.4. ThlS indicates that parental att1tude toward mainstream-
, ing as measured by ‘the "Parent Interv1ew Schgdule":ls free from
the confounding effects of their attitude toward the spec1f1c pro-
gram thelr child is enrolled in. A similar ana1y51s of this scale
controlling for the effects of whether the child is ma1nstreamed or’

not is not possible, since this sca1e was not admlnlstered to-'
parents of non- malnstreamed ch11dren The scale was not admlnlstered
in order to keep respondent burden to ‘a-minimum, to avoid ralslng '
this issue with parents whose children were .in self contalned or
segregated programs, and because data from this group were not re-_“

quired for the pec1f1ed ana1y51s plan

Summary and Conc1u51ons The nine item "Parent Interv1ew Schedule"

is an efficient measure of parenta1 att1tude towards mainstreaming
_ a handicapped—child and is not confounded by the attitude of the
parent towards.the specific program the child is enrolled in. The
"Parent Interview Schedule” i's a brief but efficjentmmeasure.of.

Lparental'attitude towardS'the mainstreaming of a handicapped child.

i



THE TOTAL SCORE ON THE PARENT INTERVIEW SCHEDULE CONTROLLING

TABLE 3.5

SECOND ORDER CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR ITEMS. WITH

~*FOR PARENT ATTITUDES TOWARD THE SPECIFIC PROGRAM

Controlling for

Questionnaire Itms "Best Program”

Controlling for
"Benefit from Program'

Controlling for
Both

Total Score

Total Score

Total Score

I feel my child could do better in a

.51

.48

more specialized program for hls/her ‘ L
type of handicap : . ;

2.. T think some children don't like to be .51 49 D
in the same class with handicapped : . .
t.htldren -

3. . I think m child gets 1lonz better at 37 .37

- home since- she/he has been in school L . ]
with chi ldrm who don't have handi- : e : : ke
caps ’ . - . .

.38

4. "I think it's best for hnndicappcd
children to be in a classroom with
+ children who don't have hnndicms

5. I think my child -ould have more
friends if she/he were in a c¢lass of
children with similar handicaps

6. 1 think that handicappal children in .44 44 © .44 .
classes -with other ‘children get along : LS . o ) -~
- betrter with other pcople .

7. llandicapped childrenTare more like . .40
other childrea than ditferent ’ :

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

I think children without handicaps :

are less likely to make fun of !

handicapped children if they're in
" the same class together

< N =481 (mmber of mamstreamed children)

.49 .50

.48 .48

T30, .40

.40 .38 .39

.41 .40

eacher Attitudes and..Opinions - Interv1ew"

This attitude measure is comprlsed of a total of 19 questlons,
there are two scales. Scale I contalns 13 questlons and assessed
general attitude towards the handlcapped child. Scale II: contains
6 questlons and -assessed the teacher’s view of obstacles or impedi-
ments to malnstreamlng the handlcapped child. " All. questlons on the
" akert type'" ‘measure were summed for scale scores and for the

total score._, . ‘ o - o ’ . ) -

Scale constructlon 1nvolved sortlng relevant questlonnalre:
items -from a pool of 62 possible items ‘based: on specialists Judgment of
rjof the content validity of each item. The item pool was derlyed
- from the Teacher Opinions of Special:Education and Special Pupils
- .scale develbped by Bruce Bau, Warren Gleckei and-fdajean Windell
(1@75) Admlnlstratlon time for the item pool scale was con51dered
too lengthy and also contained some irrelevant 1nformat10n. Ques-‘

tlonnalre items (shown in Table .3.6) were selected to fall into the

\)»A.. i . . . B o 4
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R} TABLE 3.6

.\\‘
<,

QUESTIOVNAIRE ITEMS FOR THE "TEACHER ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS INTERVLEW"

ST
'-ch11dren

10.

I like to work, ;\‘3 hand1capped

T feel it is good for the normal;
children to be in the same class-
room .as handicapped ch1ldren

“Working with hand1capped ch11dren ‘

takes too mich classroom: t1me away
from normal ch11dren

“ 1 think ma1nstream1ng is harmful

to normal children.

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

"1 feel ma1nstream1ng is harmful to

many hand1capped children.

-For -me work1ng with hand1capped
children is difficult in a regular
classroom sett1ng ‘ .

It seems to me that Band1capped

..\children learn more in special

classes that do not 1nc1ude normal
children..

"I feel that hand1capped ch11dren
need to be made aware of their

_ 11m1tat1ons

‘I'am afraid .of working w1th some
handicapped children.

11.

[t seéms to me that handicapped chil- |
dren tend_to .''give up" in the regular .

‘classroom settlng.

L1z,

13,

The integration of handicapped ch11dngn;
in regular .classes slows down the learn-
ing of the other children in my class.

Planning .instruction for both handi-

~ capped and normal children demands too‘ﬁ

14.

15.

16.

17.

" 18.

19.

much add1t1ona1 teacher preparat1on
time. .

I think handlcapped ch11dren should be
mainstreamed, but they should have
tedchers with more special tra1n1ng
than I have. s

Hand1capped children arée ‘more like S
normal ch11dren ‘than they are d1fferent,

I th1nk that- normal and handicapped
children get along well with one an- - v
other.

It seems to me that hand1capped ch11—rae
dren are .withdrawn around the normal
children in the class.

I think normal children do not try as
hard around handlcapped children.

Be1ng in the same class with normal 74\7

" children helps the‘Social development

of handlcapped ch1ldren.

40
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two cdtegories of "impediments fc malnstreamlng" and "attltudes to-
-ward mainstreaming" in order .to shorten the administratiom t1me.
- _Since the validity of using these Xwo scales separately or as a

‘summed total has not been determineé ~the fOllOWlng analyses from

"44the baseline data are d1rected toward Verlfylng the" ut111ty of

»-thls scale. Table 3.7 presents the Pearson product-moment correla-
tions for the scales and the total scale ' '

¢

TABLE 3. 7

- ' PEARSON PRODUCT MOMENT CORRELATIONS FOR- THE TEACHER
"// _ _ : ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS IN ERVIEW S

Total 4 Scale I Scale II- \\
Total N 1' % &
. Scale I .98 : . *
Scale II | . .84 = .68 .
| N=674 |

The- correlation between Scale T and Scale II shows a p051t1ve re-
/'laelonshlp As’ the teacher 1dent1f1es fewer obstacles and. impedi-
Aments “to malnstreamlng handlcapped children (Scale II) their v
attitude, in general, towards handlcapped children (Scale I)° is more
'positiveQ Scale I-is the longer scale.(lS items). and, as expected
shows-alsliéhtly stronger'reiationship with the total score.

, " Wnlle Scale I and IT: show a p051t1ve relatlonshlp (r--68) there
7&15 ‘enough unlque or unetplalned variance (1- r2—549) to Justlfy separate_gw
'-con51deratlons for analysrs purposes.  This is further 1nd1cated by '
the dlfference in correlatlon cofficients for each scale with the
totel. The populatlon of respondents who provided the att1tud1na1
information for these scales do not show evidence of range re—'
ﬂstrlctlons on thls variable. Therefore, for psychometrlc purposes
of determlnlng alternate form re11ab111ty (such as this) a correla-
tion of .80 or h1gher would be deemed desirable.. Overall this
suggests that the two scales measure somewhat distinct attitudes
and that summingOthe two ‘scales for a singleVmeesure is not useful.
v , ) o
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Table 3.8 presents statistical measures of the distribution for
each scale. While superficial measures of the distributions for

VScale I and ScaleilI 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 3.8

MEASURES OF DISTRIBUTION FOR THE TEACHER ATTITUDES AND
OPINTONS INTERVIEW LT

-

Measures . | | Total - Scale I . ﬁlscale‘II
‘Range: 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 0.6l -0.45

Additionallf, the total scale appears to be considerably more
skewed than would be" sucgested by comblnlng thé two scales

-Summary and Concluclons As separate measures the two subscales of

the "Teacher Attitudes and Opinions Interview'" show some p051t1ve
correlatlon 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 dlstrlbutlon for the total scale that-is substantlally
different from e1ther distribution for the two scales separately.

In addltlon, ‘the 1tem content of the two scales dlffers enough in -
the type of information gathered to make combining the scales.

Opinions Interview' should .

‘questionablé. Scale I and icale ITI of the "Teacher Attitude and

e treated as separate measures. .A

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

- INTRODUCTION |

~As indicated in Chapter 1, the studywdesign for Phase II of
the evaluation of Head Start services to the handicapped includes
* provisions for a comparative study of chiid-specific outcomes
among three groups: Vehildren enrolled in Head Start programs,
"chlldren enrolled in non- Head Start programs and children not en-
vrolled in any program of services. Ideally, placement of chlldren
in -each of these: ‘three groups should occur randomly to avq@d con-
founding the study outcomes with systematic Group,b1a51s However,
random assignment of subjects. in the present study yaé'neither
ethicéllnor economically feasible. Consequently, the proposed

group comparisons may also require examination of differential out-

‘comes. Even a cursory review of the distribution of handicapping
' condltlons for each'group-(Chapter'Z Table-Z 1),indicates that the
'{’groups are not equivalent in several respeces. This will require

the comparlson of non- equlvalent groups.

K

Much has been wrltpen about the pitfalls of analyses involving

non-equivaleht'groupsl" srd (1967)\for example, goes SO far'ds to
'*sav fhat v . .there simply is no lcgical ot statistical procedure
that can be counted on to make proper allOWances for unéontrolled
preex1st1ng dlfferences between groups ‘Other writers. sucb as

-



'_‘.Portef ;nd-Chibucas (1974, 1975)," Kenny (1975) Linn- and Werts (1977),
”allmadge and HoTst (1976) and Magidson (1977) approach the issue
from a more positive standpoint, each sugoeSL1n0 various anal}tlcal

(strategles that should be considered 1n the non- equlvalent group
situation. Irrespectlve of the merlts of . the p051t10nx taken by

 these wrlters though, the cr1t1cal igsue in study design using
non-equivalent ‘groups is the specification of the relevant dimensions:
which differentiate the study groups in question.  Uﬁ1ess the
analyst is confident that all such diversions are accounted for and

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

" non-equivalent group comparisons, no matter which adjustment . -\\:: \
strategy is utilized, will generate problematic conclusions at bestf\\\;

Therefore, the primary purpose of this chapter is-to-reyiew all
of the variables measured during the pretest data-collection effort
aﬁd determine those variables where differences between groups exist
which will require special statlstlcal consideration durlng pretest-
posttest analyses. Variables reviewed for this purpose are the flve'fij
key varlable groups whlch were deflned in Chapter 1. '

A second funculon of th1s chapter is to guide data reductLon
"efforts and the development of composite variables. This is a
:rieicai'taék'for'the study, since over 400 distinct yariables have
been 1dent1r1ed fnr analytical con51derauwon. This large number bf
variables affects 1~he usefulness of the model (Chapter 1) in depict-
ing cauaal relatlonchﬁps. Reducing the number of variables being-
considered, w111 improve the stat15t1ca1 stlateoles used to evaluate
the;model. Variables which add more Varlance than they explain, -
" .variables which contribute no 51gn1f1eant effects, and variables
- which mask or obchre.the‘effects‘of other variables must- either be
eliminated or controlled for (statistically or.in the methodogical’

dealvn) Clearly, many of these Varlables are high correlated and R
it may be possible to use one or two Varlables ‘as "indicators" for -
an entire variable set (e.g., program characterlstlcs) . This would

J 7:“ '_’ .
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greatly facilitate the efficient testing of the nodel bresented"in
Chapter 1. In addition, many of the 400 variables may be‘invariéntf' if
or uncorrelated with respect to outcome measures. If>th65e7 ‘
measu*es vhich are uncorrelated with outcome measures are ellmlnated
‘from consideration this would allow for. the development of a simpler~. _d¢ f
and more stralghtkorward set of varwabaes for analyblcal con51dera-

4 mt10n. ' . , ’ ' - : Lp'~ﬁ‘;gm'“\'3
- Both issues of concern in this chapter were addressed ;onﬁﬁh B

currently utilizing the same analytical technlques.é That is, an e T
investigation of study group dlfferences w1tp'“espect to cnaracte =
istics of the chila and family al:ov lloned an assessment cr ‘which

k%

variables could te reasonably e;;mlnated from Further analy515'or"‘
replaced by comnosite varlables, oT other varlables serV1ng as ..

. "indicators". Therefore, this chapter is OIganlde bv ‘the ey -

~ variable groups (rather tJan b»‘baslo_chapter 1ssues) S P

LY \ .

'
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‘contribute to developmental.progresé of the child. Four kinds of

data were collected: demographlc characteristics (education,
salary, certification, and previous experlence with the handlcapped),.
values toward education and the center program (perceptions of

organizational. support and education values), attitude towards the.

concept of mainstreaming handicapped bhildren, and class enrollment.

Denograghlc Characteristics : g

F1Ve spec1f1c varlables were 1dept1f1ed as key demographlc
characterlstlcs of teaching staff which mlght contribute to dif-
ferences by program type or ‘to the developmental progress of handi-
capped children. : ’ '

Education levell Table 4.29 presents the educational levels'of

teachers for the- sampled handicapped populatlon. Dramatic.differé
ences are evident by program type. Most of the non-Head S{art'
sample of teachers are. ~college graduates (81.4%) compared w1?h\gm1y\
about one third of the|Head Start sample (38.9% ). The modal edu€a~

‘tional level Fmost frequent) for- Head Start teachers is "some

_college," "for. non-Heéad 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 ofvechatlonal-atLalnment, compared
with 10.8 percent in Head Start. o R

s

TABLE 4.29 ‘

DiSTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE BY.EDUCATION
LEVEL OF TEACHER N

Program l‘ype’
Education Level of Teacher Head Start Non-Head Start
: - ¢ of Column @ 5 of. Column
Total. _ .100.0 100.0
R T (N=429) - L (=353)
Same High School . I O 5 B Cooa
T : (Ne12)
“High scheol Graduate ' 7.5 3.4 o e
- o (=32) \ L (Ne12) . :
Some Colicge R T I 13.3
- : (N=173) | . . (N=47)
Associate Degreex Co 10.0 \ : 2.8
; . (N=43) (N=10)
: o Bachelor's Degree - - - /;., ) 2.7 . 31.¢ '
. . O (93) . (¥=111)
Postgraduatd-Study . 1 172 . 49.0. . :
- s . R (N=73) - . (N=173)

¢



-This dramafic-difference in level of education is coupled with
addvtlonal differences rn\sneC1arlzatlon areas. Table 4.30 shows
that almost half of the non- Head Start ceachers (44.2%) have degrees
in special educatron, compared with only 5.1 percent of Head Start
teachers. The most common degree area in Head Start is early child-
hood education. ;

I : TABLE 4.30 -
DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE AND SPECTALIZATION
- AREAS FOR COLLEGE GRADUATES :

o

Specialization Area Program Type
. . Head Start . Nom-llead Start
% of Colum % of Columi
Total 100.0 100.0
o : _ - (N=429) (N=353)
. NO DEGREE 49.4 . . 13.3
. : ' © o (N=212) _ . (N=47)
Special Education : 5.1 S s4:2
' (N=22) : (N=156)
garly Childhood Education | 26.1 18.1
» - O (N=112) - (N=64)
Other Degree Area e 13.5 22.9
(N=58) (N=81) .
_Not Specified - .~ 5.8 . 1.4
. - (N=25) (N=5)

This educatlonal level and spec1allzatlon information indi- =
cates that non-Head Start programs tend to employ college educated
special education personnel while Head Start programs tend to-
employ non- colrege degreed teachers. While this indicated signi-

gcant differences in the type of teachcng staff, it may also re-
flect even more important differences in the programs themselVes.
This. is discussed in greater detarl in the sectlon on PROGRAM
CHARACTERLSTICb ' ’

Certlflcatlon.~ 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. noﬁ Head Sfart
teachers (56.1%). Again, this difference may reflect more 1mportant
and overriding program differences, and 1s &1scussed in more detal1

later. - \ ‘ I L




Teacher Certified hy State Program Type
For Teaching tandicapped Children Head Start Non-Head Start
: $ of Column ¢ of Column
’ Total - 100.0 100.0
T : {(N=429) (N=353)
Yes T 13.8° 7 56.1
, (N=59) (N=198)
No 86.2 T 43.9
(=370} {N=155)

“expe*lenee and contact dees

~teaghers with less than one year experlence

| 'TABLE 4.31
DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE BY TEACHER CERTIFICATION

Experisnce with presrhool handicapped. Teachers in. bdth types of

‘programs appear to have essentially similar background< with pre-

school handicapped chlldren. This is shown in Table 4.32. Only

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

Start teacners have had no previous experlence with handicapped
prexchoolex prlor to the current program they are teaching in..
Wh11e the non- Head Start sample has had ‘slightly more volunteer
.0%) the amount of teaching and

Pxperlenee (36.8% compared with 27
es of -

classroom aide exnerlence is very similar. ’A‘thougn the typ
not appear to be different for the two
there are smali dleereﬁces in the overall amount of

progranms,
Table. 4.33 shows the - years of experLence working with

experience.-
handicapped children. . Head Start programs tend ‘to have fewer
(5. 8% compared w1th

17.£5 for non- Qead Start teachers) and moTre teachers with five

‘-yea%s or more experlence (33.3% compared w1th 22.9%). In other

woqu, the element of teach;ng etperlence w1th the hand:i capped
orgschool Phlld tends to ravor Head Start. ' lh s may reflect age
dlff rences of teachers, rates of personnel turnover, OT other

ulfferences reiated to characteristics of the programs themselves.



TABLE 4. 37 o

DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE BX TYPE OF PRIOR I:YPERIENCE
WI"‘H HANDICAPPED CHILDREN FOR TEACHERS

Type of Prior Experience With Handi- Progran Type :
capped Children Head 3tart . Norni~licad Start
s of Sample* % of Sample*
N=129 X=353
Total ‘ 186.0 100.0
' 7 (N=a29) (N=353)
] Mo previous experience ) 1329 7. 5.4 sl
A . - (N=60) : (N=33).
-Volunteer experience - 27.0 36.8
(N\116) (N~130)
Teaching T 61.8 7 38.6
' (N=265) L (N=207)
Aide - 1.5 . 19.8
(N=92) (=79)
1
Parent _ . 14.5 7.1
: ' ' (N=62) (N=25)
Sibling v ) 3.9 3.5 .
{N=17) {N=16)
Cither - o - 17.5 41.1
. (N=7S) (¥=145)

*Respondents could have c:(pcncm:c in more than one c:xtcgcr\, so totals do not -
sux te sample N.

‘

TAELE 4. 33 Ly

N

, AMOUNT OF PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE WITH PRESCHOOL
o o HANDICAPPED CHILDREN BY PROGRAM -TYPE®

. Program Type
f Amcunt of Experience ‘Head Start. Non-Head Start
.% of Colum $ of Colum
Tetal . e 0 00
’ : ) - (1=229) o (\-‘.)S.))
Less than 1 year ' 9.8 17D
(=a2) (N=61)
1 to 2 years ) 23.8 - 6.6
’ (=102 (N=94)
. © 3 to 5 years .33.1 : 531
/ 1 . - (he142) - v (\=117)
' More than S years o353 ) 2.9
(=143} . (N=81)




Salary. Twcacher salary is shown in Table 4.34. As might be ex-

pected from differences in the education levels, there are pro-
nounced differences in salary levels for Head Start and non-Head
Start'programs.',Véry few Head Start teachers (4.9%) receive a
'while

teachers recelve salarles at that

salary in excess of $12,000 17 percent of non-Head. Start

level. Many Head Start teachers

(40.6%) regeive less than $5,000 while only 7.1 percent of non- Head
Start teachers are paid that amount..
illustrated by the fact that
ceive less than $7,000 while

teachers receive more than $7,000.

The difference.is best -
70 percent of Head Start teachers re-
73.7 percent of non-Head Start

"\ TABLE 4.34

DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM

2

TYPE BY TEACHER SALARA

. Program Type
Teacher Salary _ Head Start Non-Head Start 4
$ of Column $ of Coluzn -
Total’ "106.0 100.0
(N=429) " (N=353)
Unspecified 0.5 ~ 1.4 -
v . (Na2) . (N=5)
5 5,000 or less © 40.6 7.1 .
(N=174) _ (N=25) .
$ 5,000 to 3 7,900 30.8 7.3
. (:\"132} » / (\,6,)
5 7,000 te $10,000 6.8 34.3
S . (X=72) (N=121;" -
$16,900 to $12,000 ° 6.5 2.3
(N=28) (N=79) :
' /
Over §12,000- 4.9 17.2 ! N
_ (X=21) (N=60) . :
. * 3

Class enrollment

"

Table 4.35 presents average class’enrOllments for,

each program.:

The special educatlon emphases wh¢ch were discussed earlier in
educational spec1allzat10n areas, are again’ reflected in the enroll-

"ment figures. HeQd Start children are predomlnaLely non- handlcapped

-
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TABLE 4.35

MEAN ENROLLMENTS FCR HAVDICAPFED AND NﬂN HAhDLCAPPED
CHILDREN - BY PROGRAM TVPE

. ‘Program Tvpe i
Head Start Non-Head Start !
.. Children Mean per Class  Mzan per Class:
- - . . _ i,
All chiiaren per class . 1.1 15.1 5 s
Non-handicapped per closs C- . PRAR 2.3 ;
Handicapped only per class 3.7 10,8 J .

with an average of only 3,7fhandica§ped'chi1dren per class.’ On the’
, other hand, the non-Head Start children are predominacely handi-
capped. They average '10.3- handicapped. thldren in each class of 13
chlldren. The non-Head Start classrooms tend to be statfed by
special eaucatlon teachexs (who aré incidentally considerably better
paid than Head Start teachers) and - end to deal almoet eAclu51ve1y

with handlfapped chlldlen.

ance Jn]tlaL review of the:e six demucrdphlL variables in-
dltates that thev all show strong potential for dﬂffe*ejtlatlng
between the two program types, .a discriminate ana1v51s was compu*ed
to determine the key variables. The5° data. are Dresented in
'iTabl [ 4.36. All of the - prespec1t1ed varlables show sfatlstlcal
sign ficance as n*edlctors for the ‘discriminate’ Iunctlcn which .is.
0.4314; Chi squaré = 659.485,
significe nce (‘000) and eXhlalns 57 .3 percent of the varlante
z .573). Almost 90 percent uf
the teachers are Porrectlv classified by program type using thlS

relat 1ve1y powertal (Wllhc' Lambda

(capnon;cal correlatlon 757 T

. discriminate funct:on. . This ettreme]y high rate of classification
ind cates that each of the spec1L1°d variabi es have substafitiallv.

21.

ifferent effects for éach progranm. -
: ~ 3 1

Because it 1is netnssarv for Jlattlg/ purposes . to‘fedf:é the '
| aumber . .of variables con51dernd for inclusion in the ;Lnal .analvsis -~
-ef:ort, one vartaole may be Lonvldered fcr P;lmlnatlon._-certlflca-‘

tion of-the teachgr. Table 4. 36 showé that the first three vaLlables‘
?{handicapped enrollment, total enrollment and teachet salary) each

o
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TABLE 4.36 .

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

Stnndardize& Significance of
: F- Wilks? Discriminate Change by Adding
Variabdles - : Statristic Lambda Significance Coefficients This variable

Handi :apped Enrollment 312,116 - .7142 <.001 " .+ 5956 . <.000
Toetal Tnrollment . 323.188 L5048 . fLOOI - :SSOB . <.900
Teacher Salary: 104.417 4451 <.001 o+ L2616 <.000
Teather Educational . : : ‘ -

Level §.449  .4403 <.001 + .0736 <.000

- Experience with Pre- : - ' ’ ’

school Handicapped . )

Children . 6.342  .4367 <.001 - L0761 . <.000
Certificd. ) 163 L4314 <.001 - 0675 . =.002
Wilks' Lambda * 0,151
cai Squared = 659.485
Significznce = <.000
Canonical Correlation = .757 ) .

h >
N a .§730 or S7.I% variance explained
. actual Membership v Predicted Mémbership,; . T L - o
Non-llcad Start - Head Start
4% of Row % of Row
: - ’ Xon-ﬂcad sStart - §7.0 .v, 13.0
“ - . : (N=307) (N=46)"®
~— . . - N
’ -Head Start . ) 7.7 ; a92.3 -
. : . [N=33) . (\S\QG).

Perdenc correctly classificd (correuted tor unequul eroup size) = 89.9%.
A ‘ : R

- . . . -

..sabstantﬂally redtce Wilks' Lambda (the measure of power for the
_ discriminate functlon) Although ‘the. other thrée ‘yariables (educa-'
,V ‘tion level, experlenc and certification) all contrlbute "change"»_
in the functlon wh1ch is statlstlcally s1gn1f1cant, they do not
greatly reduce Wilks' Lambda either 1nd1v1dua11y oT as a group
‘since the purpose of ca1CL1at1ng the dlscrlmlnate fLPCtlon is to .
-1dent1fv those few key varlables Wthh dlfferentlate'oetween groups
(rather than:creating @ predlctlon equatlon);-one of these latter
'}-' three varlables should be d:scounted from the flna] aqalv51s effort
u cert1f1cat10n of teacher.- 1nc1us on of the first- ‘three varlaoles
-&l, atCOUﬂtS for almost alr avallaole varrance, “and two of tHe latter
.three. varlablea add sllghtly to the power of the fuqctlon.,.' "

-2, . . e C.
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Attizudes and Values cf Teachers

Three measures of attitudes and values {oward education and
toward the specific program the teacher works in were used. Two
measures were obtained from the two scales contained in the

qchaefer Teacher Inventory. The "General' scale assesses attitudes

tawards parents,“tonferences, and roles of the parents and home
‘env1ronmen+ in the child's 1earnLng The "Education" scale assesses
attltudes toward authorlty, learnlng styles and dlsc1p11ne. The .. .-

P

third measure ‘is ‘the Schaefer Teacher Perception of Center EnV1ron—

ment which assesses the teacher's perceptlons of organizational -

*. support, control,_and cilimate. Differences between programs have
already been detailed in terms of selection biases for the popula-
tion served,; family characterist%cs, énd'certain demograbhic charac-
terizetions of teachers. To the:extent that teacher attitudes,
which can be expected to affect developmental progress of the child,
dlfFer with Tespect to ﬁrogram-type then”the true effects of the
,program are addltlonally obscured by the attitudinal varlables of A
teachers. The foLLOW1ng review 1s 1ntenaed to 1dent1fy those atti-
.tudes ,which dlffer by type,of program. . _ . R

Schaefer Teacher Inventory ' , 4 7 -

/’
Table 4.37 shows the mean, scores of each of Ihe Schaefer
'-Teacher Inwentory scales by program type. The largest mean ulrfer—

ence occurs o¢n the second scale of the- ”ceneralj section (1mportance
of home learning; mean dlfference = .75) and,on the third and fourth

~ scales ot the "Educatlon”-sectlon (ehlldren learn pa551velv and

: chlldren should be. treated unlformlv, mean d fferentes 2.45 and 3.46
| respectlvely) . Thése d1+rerences reflect slgn1f1cant attitudinal .
variation by program type. Head Start teachers conststently shew”
more posltlve attltudes in these areas . than non-Head - Start teachers.-

@
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- L ’ *

S5 . [ 4



13

TABLE 4.37

MEAN SCORES ON SCHAEEER-TEACHER INVENTORY BY PROGRAM TYPE

Program Type .. .
' d Start Non-Head Start lI"icssible I;zz:?lf;e
Schaefer Teacher Inventory Scales** az‘;, Score " Mean Score " Score Score
Uselessness of p-t conferences 4.39 4.19 3 (disagree) 15 (agreej
"Importance of home learning 7 11.88 11.13 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)
.Sz(llls and comfort with parents i ©13.30 » .12.89 _ 3 (disagree) 15 (iagree)
Parents' appreciation of teachers 12.89 0 12.29 3 (disagree) " 15 (agree)-
Difficulty with parents of children ’ R
with problems 6.05 6.83 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)
‘Reiuctance to teacher parents 5.03 5.16 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)
Discomfort with parents .5.28 571 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)
EDUCATION : )
| Parental authority is absolute _ .8.28 7.00 3 (disagree) 15 (agree)
! rhildren basically good . 12.56 11.42 . 3 (disagree) - 15 (agree)
Ci...dren learn passively #10.81 . 8.36 - 3 (disagree)- 15 (agree)
Children should be treated unifornly — *17.53 14.07 ' 5 (disagree) = 25 (agree)
Irritsbility with children =~ '8.86 - 8.92 - 3-(disagree) 15 (agree)
Teacher's authority is ab.é,olute _ ... 11.45 - -'10."11 . 4 (disagree) 30 (agree)

*Scales with the largest mean differences.

**H:.gh scores reflect more positive attitudes; low scores reflect more negat:.ve attltudes. ﬁecarxse some
~ scales have a'different number of items, and therefore different h1gh-low ranges, scores an one scale
" cannot always be compared o scores on another scale.. ‘

/

/

7/

‘Schaefer Teacher Percep jon of Center an1ronment s

The mean scores for the three s”ales of this meas"re ar° pre-
Jented in Table 4.38. The part1c1pat¢on non- part1c1pat10n scale '
shows the largest mean’ difference (3.99) with Head Start teachers™

'”1nd1cat1ng a hlaher feeling of part1c1pat10n in center act1v1t1es. o

This would seem to be an 1mportant morale ‘area and dlfferences by
progranm type could be 1mportant to control for. -

A separaue dlserlmlqate functlon was calcurated on these '
attlfude scdles to verlfy indications that Fertaln attitude varl-

" ables were dlfferentlally represented in each program.  These. data
‘are presented in Table 4.39. A total‘of 11° var;ables contributed
,51cn1f1cant effects to "the d scriminate functlon which only 1educed

. - . f

I

54

i
o
OT
~
A



TABLE 4. 38

MEAN SCORES FOR 'THE SCHAEFER TEACHER PERCE PTION OF
CENTER ENVIRONMENT BY PROGRAM TYPE

Program Tvpe .
Head Start Non-Head Start
Mean Scores Mean Scores

—

Schaefer Teacher Perception of
Center Environment**

Internal Support nonsupnort . 54.32 $2.28 '
: Part1c1pat1on nonpa't1c1patxon N 35.92 31.93
- Ccntrolvgampl1anuc 3 43.79 40.95 -

- %Largest mcan; dxfference.

22High scores, rcElc”t more positive attltuccs, low scores reflect.

. more '*gater attitudes. Because each, scale has a differenme
number of items,-and thercfore different high- low ranges,

. com\hr1sons can only bc made relative to one scale at a time.
acores on~one scaie zannot bc comparcd to scores on anather scale.

-
= i

i

TABLE 4.39 ‘ N

DISCRIWIhATE FUNCTION TO PREDICT\WXPE GF PROGRAM WEMBERSHIP
FOQ ATTITUDES/VALUES Q$ THE. TEACHER | .

e e e

—_— : . »  Standardized Significance of
. F Wilks' - . Discriminate Change by Adding
Variables Statistic Lambda Significance Coefficients This Variable
Children l.earn Passively y 104.850 8815 .000 ‘ﬂ.5344 S 1 <.000
" Participation 39.233-. .8839 .00 .- 3478 <00 |
Isportance of liome nearning 16.981 .82i8 000 - .25359 “<.000
Childran should be treateu ! .
uniformly 12.237 L8091 k.000. - 2777 <.000
. Chiidren are hasically good -+ 5.786 .3031 <.000 ~ L1732 ~ 007
¢ Teacher authority is )
absnlute 3.993 L7959 T <.000 + .1859 = 025
Usclessness of parent v . ' . .
conrirence 2.945 .8959 <.000 - .1833 - .05
Parent 1yprcc4ation of . . )
- .. teacher . 4.642 ¢ 7912 | <000 - .1207 - = 015
. lefxcultv with parsnts of . - R -
pruhlcm chx.drcn . 2.469 .7887 <.000 -+ .1060 = 076
IeritaBility with children 1.76d .7869 <.000 - +.0965 ~r o= 132
. Centroil-Compl iance 1.065 -.7858 <.000 © . .0837 a 240
- Wilks® Lambda = 0.7B53
5, ! Chi Squared ~ 186,697 R
Signiiicance = . .0001
Cinonical .Correlation = . %63
) : rz = .2141 or 21.41%1 variance cxplained
. ~ »A:;unl yéﬁhctghip Predicted Membership
J L 7 .."% .-+ e} Non-Head Start tlead Start
. e ,i - F;:' % .of ?9w ~% of Row
a2 Non-Head Start 66.9 " - . 33.1
: [T : {N=236)- Lexs (N=1173
' Head Stdrt 26.6 . 73,4
' - . (N=114) (N=315)

Q
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cofrectly clas;ified,(cotrectéd for unequil group size)‘- 70.5‘.
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nly ‘explains 21.4 percent of the variance.
2

Q
in program membership (canonical .correlation = .483; 17 = .214).
jable atisticelly sigrificant effects, only

t

{children learn passively, participation,
1 i and treat cﬁlldrnr uniformly) have

change effscts greater than (001 probabwlltv These first four

varidblec +edﬁée;Wilks' Pambaa_to .8091 ard the addﬁtion of ali

o«her seyen Varﬂables to- tne *unctl n onlv results 1n an additional

*eCUCuIOH ed_ 7858 Por pe:poses of sxmpllfv1ng auaLy<1; efforts,

these Llrstufour‘varla) és cuonld be retalned in efforts to

,statlstlca;ly contrel -or systematic program elfferences.

* At'titudes Towards Mainstreaming -

The Teacher Attitude and Opinion Interview was discussed in

Chapger 5. The two SdDSCaleb appeared to measure different attitudes
‘and it was recommended *ha they be treated as independent measures.
quale I measures’ attltude towards the concept of mainstreaming and
IR ,cale ;T acsesses the percepulon of constralnhs to mainstreaming
' ‘fe{forts.” Table 4,10 presentq the mean scores for Scale I (attitude
' _towaru> na3n<rreameng) by hanalcapplng coridition and prog*am type.

.

. T TABLE 4.40> _”““W" -
L WEAN SCOQVS ON ATTITUDE ‘TOWARDS. MhIVquLHMBNG* BY
. W - jRQGRQV TYPE AND HAVDICAP”I\G 'QVDITLOV
] ilandicapping Corditioun \\ coe . pProgram Tlpe
1. - .
i . . . o ' Heat Star: Non-Héad Start
N a i ' R ' ' Mean 3core Mean Score
) . U viSually impaired b 1 1y 19.5 )
_s : . . n N \“-‘\ - LN’ZU) (nN=2
v . 3tind o % 26, , 3.5
' g o ' b (V‘l) L=y
. Hearing impaired T, ; 6.7 371
= L . (N=19) L (N=11)
. { Deaf { 32 1. 52.00
. \ ' I S5 IN=2).
| Physical handicap . S st 33.0
| ' . - von (N=80) {N=63)
. 3peech impaired DR 118 | 4.0
. . ! . - (N=2121) LiuN=34)
| Heazth or developmentally, impaired 27.1 42,9 N
- Lo o (N=71) T {N=31) i ‘
Mentaliy retarded . : 3.8 T 50.9 ] <
! e Voo (Nede). T (Na129) )
D ipocific lehraing disabilicy Vo33 380 - .
1 o . ] : 'IN=;7). T N=2LS i -
Ser%ous =2motionai distgrbance ) 287 o ipLe [
h ~—t ) ¢ (_\-.30) . (N=33) “ ‘

*“Lxlwun possible score:. 12 most positis % at itude ‘towards ma: 1—'
jtreaming
Yaxinum possible scare: 34 least ‘0~1t11§ atritude tOkards nain-
.- : 3TTeamin .

o e L 4 56 1 ‘ o R : >
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With the 'exception of some variability in the low 1nc1dence handl-

caps

(mcre positi

(ﬂ

rt

(lear

, the Head Start teachers show substantiaily lower scores

ve attitude towards mainstreaming) than do non- -Head

teazchers. DiFferences‘vary frem as little as five points

ning diss bili ty) to as large as 22 p01nts'(menta11y retar d)

This more 3051t1ve attitude toward the concept of mainstréaming

. ) : . .
2y be due to any numbe1 of facters. Possible explanations could

be that the populations ~erV1ced by Wead atarf are less seVerely

handicapped so they are easjier to malnstreamﬂ in-service tralnlng

efforts may be more directed to this topic; mainstreaming occurs

naturally within Head K Start and it is therefore nmot a '"new' con-

cept;

cr the highly probabie jndication that all but a very few

T mai instreamed Chlldr 11 are Head Start children only, therefore giving

the*Head Start teachers more experlence and exposure to the main-

ereamtnc 155Pe§ Regardiess of the ;ouree of th*S.ﬂttleUd“ d1ffe*-

ence,

the presence of the difference is 1mp0rtan

This_attiiude dif ference between Head Dtart and non- Head St art

programs docum%nts effects of . the programs . which are demonstrably

‘different.

\
It will be cruc1al to statlst*callyvcontrol for these

E

differences when conductlng comparisons between-groups,g This

-pre-

“test-attitude difference also suggests that when conducting within-

- m

.-gzoupb analyses for pretest postfest alfferenceé, the results may be

expected to vary by program type--non Head Start programs can im-

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

. Start programs who alrea@y have pos;tlve attitudes.

Mean scores for Scale II (perceived constraints to maihstream- .

in_) are shown in Table 4.411 “Mean differences are very small for

this measure. _A difference of 2.5'is the targest (for mentally

retarded) apd most di fferences are 1.0 or less.A Differences be-’

tween .programs are not large enﬂugn to comnsi der efforés for

\
..atiotlcal Lontrols.*o be warranteu. However\ since a 'more -favor-

anle*att tude towa*ds malnstreamlng is often a ée>1red goal of many

'"proorams, even small changes in attltude Loward malnstreamlng (ae-

vmeasured by Scale 1) may improve ‘he "treatment effec*s of each

N e

e e " . .13

!

Q L - .
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: ' - TABLE 4.41 - ‘ B 1
_ MEAN qCORES ON PERCEIVED CONSTRAINTS TO MAINSTREAM* BY : S
PROGRAM TYPE AND HANDICAPPING CONDITION . 4
. ) 3
ir Prografi Type
. .Head Start _ Non-Head Sturt
Handicapping Condition | . Mean Score Mean Score
Visually impaired . 26.3 27.5
. .(N=20) {N=2)
Biind , -~ 24.0 ° 26.0 ‘
Ao e . e N G S(N=2) - . :
Hearing Impaired ' : g 25.7 . 2a.6 .
. : R (N=19) .. _(N=11) - . e
Deuf - - R : 19.8 . 20.0 : >
o v : _ (N=5) (N=2)
A Physical handicap =~ -~ 26.6 - . 25.7 .
- : o : . _ (N=80) T (N=52) )
s Speech impaired - -1 25.8 23.7
: - ‘ g S L L(N=123) . (N=53)
< S Health or devolopmentally impaired . 26.5 . 25,0
‘ R : C T s (T (%230}
‘A Mentally retarded . 25.4°7 L -22.9
o e : . (N=49) (‘J=1’9)
- RS O .Jpccxfxc learning dg,sa,bi]fity . o 24.5 23.5
ST i o (N=27) - (N=28)
Lo 1 Serious cmotxor.zl disturbance : 25.2 - 25.9 _
,‘{ \ .o e . o N=30) (x=9) .
;“*Mlnlmum p0551ble score: 5 (Large number of oercelved oonstralnts

Maximum p0551ble score: 35 (Few percelved constralnts)

*tprOgram over ‘a long perlod Att1tud s of long standlng however,.*;f
jchange slovly and sometimes very m1nutely, if at all - If there are
"dcertaln o.her measures whlch _may change more ea51ly and Wthh may
_ a1so serve as’ precursors to changes or, 1nd1cators of change in more
‘bdeeply embedded att1tudes,~then it 1s pOSSlble that\these ‘other"

. measures beoause of the1r sen51t1V1ty to early chang could serve

. as. alternate measures. Scale II meaSLres changes 1n\ he teachers“

1dent1f1cat10n of fewer obstacles to malnstreamlng To the extent
that- fewer perceived obstacles is an early indicator, of att1tude C:
ifchange toward ma1nstream1no then Scale TI may provide: ‘an eff1c1ent
’measure for this. Since it may serve as a good 1nd1cator of early
.attltude changes which is in progress oT is just develop ng,- Scale' _
II should be retalned as a secondary dependent measure in order to;’bl
estimate time- lagged effects. '




‘Summary and. Recommendaiions ) o o o

Attitudes, ﬁglﬁes, and characteristics of teachers have no lesd
'impoftance;in'detéfminihg the eveﬁtual"effects-of a program, thén
does: .the curriculum thgﬁ:is-taught-to the child Qr tgg_ffzviceé
received,by‘¢he'cﬁild:énd family. To the extent that programs v i
-select teachers with'aifféréng\syéracteristics, or by virtue of. ) '3
low rates of personnel turnover, they modify certain characteristics '
of their teachers, then the resulting "effects' of the respective-
‘programs are al;o modified. Whéré"the&e differences can be detected,
it is crucial to control for their systematic effects. ‘Such dif-
ferénces were found in some key characteristics of teaching staff.
Theseichéractéristics fequiré statisticdl*éorrectionsfin the anélysié-
for begwé¢n~group comparisons,Eand'Wi%I’require interpretation con--

siderations for within-group compariSons.” Those ‘key.charactéristics -

‘are: ‘ . . L

° Demographic charactéristics--enrollment-levels, - . L I
teacher salary, téacher education level, and . T ;
experience with/ﬁreschOOI handicapped children . = | o
. vary dramatically by program type.. Special = -

ctatistical controls are necessary /to equalize-

teachers on these variables and interpretations

.of ‘the results will require caution. ‘ : '

° Attitudes toward education ahd parents--Four o L
attitude indicators (children learn passively, e i
participation, ‘importance of home learning, and ' ST :

. . 'children should'be treated uniformly) show major o R
 differences by program type, requiring statistical - ’ '
‘contreis for group comparisons. - ~ .

) Attitude toward mainstreaming--there are two findings
of note on this measure: T -

N . '1. . The attitude-measure directly assessing the
P o ‘concept of mainstreaming suggests substantial

' ‘ : differences by program .type. However, since
mainstreaming ‘is -almost totally confoundsd by.
‘program type (Table 4.46) for purposes-of group
compar1isonsy mainstream:ng will be considered

as a treatment effect (this is discussad . .

in greater detail in the next section, PROGRAM"

-

'CHARACTER;STICS). : FA :

2. The attitude measure assessing precursor atti- L
' tudes (obstacles to mainstreaming) shews no o e
group differences, but may serve as a time-
_.~lagged-estimate of potential changes 1n atti--
~". tudes toward mainstreaming. This measure will
be retained as a secondary dependent variable:
~ ““»/}f / | . . | ' —
o o Coasedig




LHARACTLRISTIC§ OF PROGRAMS

Certa1n characterlstles of the programs sampled for the’ study i
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 of'services provided to the- handi;
capped-chiid; Since such dlfferences in instruction are presumed to -
effect developmental progress as assessed by the dependent neasures,
‘it is crucial to identify dlfferential program effects and to control
for  thedir syrtematlc.efiects, Data on two types of program var1ab1es
weré collected on a subset of participating programs. -Some programs
were unable to supply the necessary_data. Those- varlables were:
characteristics of the programs (enrOllment levels, budgets, main-
streaming options, and staff); and adjunetive variables to programs

(amount of parent participation, training, and related services).

Characteristics of Programs = -

These demographln character1st1cs roughly categorlze programs

by var1ab1es “which tend nct to fluctuate from year to year and are.
n‘enerall‘f stable throughout anv given year. Wh11e a g;yen program

i
an1ght make chanaes Ln\currlculum materlals from-one year to the

. rext for example, that program teads “not to . change. curr1cu1a rre-.
W K'quentlv during an academic year. Five spec1i1c varlables are.
addressed in thls regard: - budget, enrollment levels, currlculum,

- tra1n1ng needs, and ma1nstream1ng optlons. R EE TR e

_ ) udget. Table 4.42 presents program budgets expressed ‘as per-
child expenditures and shows that the majority of Head Start pro- '
:f.'grams (56 ) have expendltures w1th1n the $1,000.to $1 500 per thld
.range.’ Howevrr, most.- of the non-Head Start progxams have per thld-
.etpendltures above 82,500 (64. ). -These differences in the rela-
tive eypendltures per child reflect substantlal dlfFerences in the
. CanDlllty -of som° programs to utilize other réSources ;- malntaln -
. teaehlng staff provide training. and conduct other upgradlng act1-

*v1t1es.. _ . _ e e . I A ,,4'

;-

A

-~ . . . . - i 3 B
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TABLE 4 42

PER CHILD nXPENDTTURES BY PROCRAM TYPE

Frogram Type

Budgbt
. ; Head Start Non-Head Start
$ of Column 3 of Columr
Totai 100.0 100.0%-
S (N=53) (N=48)
: § 500 per child or 1less ‘9.4 12.8
. (N=5) (N=8)
A $ 501 to $1,000 per child 5.6 2.1
’ - PR {N=3) (Ne1) -
31,001 to $1,500 per child 56.6 4.2 - )
: . ) ' (N=30) (N=2) #
41,501 to $2,500 per child - 20.8 6.7
o (N=11) (N=8)
$2,501 to $3,000 .per Thild - 5.6 - 22.9
- {N=3) © (N=11)
- Over $5,000 per chiid 1.8 41,7 . :
] . - (N=1) © (N=20) .

*Two non-Head Start programs did not report these data.’

-

o o - o ’ ". 7 . .
Enrollmont levels:: Overall enrollment levels fdr programs are
_//sh/ﬂn in Table 4.4%. Almost all of the non-Head Start programs,;

(91 5%) have total enrollments of less than 100, children, while -
Head Start programs are, falrly equally dlstrlbuted between less
_han 1090 children and up . to 1000. . Given ‘that many non- Head Start o
. programs . have/smaller budwets than Head_Start programs, this- N
smaller overall enrollmenu is con51stent ) :
s T ; . TABLE 4.43 g ’ AN
\ L E\IROLLNENT LEVEL.: BY PROGRAM TYPE . D
{ \=-\a‘_\\\;\“;_ ) . : . . i ST - S
. A J Enrollment Levels " , - Program Type€
A ¢ N . . ’ ;
) R - | . Head Start Non-Head Start . /
! i 3% of column % of column | ;
i Total 5 : ; 100.0. 100.0. - *. ' -
. * . "(N=53) {N=47) j
B Less ‘than 100 children T 26.8 1.5 g
. o ’ . . {N= 11) (N=d43) . P
- . 7100 'to 500-children - . ©°33.9 - : 1.3 i
' ) : .- o M : 1 .\ ( ‘=S ]_S) L\"' z" /
r S 230 to. 509 children "2i.6 . i
.. . I . , - \‘ (N=1") .',
" 500 to 1,900 children 18.9 g . f o
; . . (N=10) Ji=1) ~ )7
B Over 1,000 PO . 5 1 : “NJ
/ Y ' : . oy (\:2‘ (=12 . \?\'
: L - - e {
*Three non-Head Start programs did not report these data.’ ' ) ;
I, . l A ‘ ) : .
/ ) o o -
' F D) N . O N
4 : Ko ) . i
- 4.61" fl-k'y _ ~ _ ' J -

[EIQ\L(:‘.,T i S S S e g
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4 able 4.44 shows the enrollment of handicapped children The

?frequenéyfof high and low enrollments for handicapped children is
However, since. the Head Start and

con51stent across program types.
.non Head Start programs have 51m11ar enrollments of handlcapped

jchrldren, but the non-Head: Sb%?b programs have a smaller overall
then the higher concentratlon of hand1capped children is

xlenrollment
This 1nd1cates that the non-Head

in the non- Head Start prograns
S*art programs are actually segregated programs with few, if any,

|

]
| opportunltles for mainstreaming for their. hand1capped children.

{

| ThlS confirms the discussion of the preV1ous section (ATTITUDES AND

CHARACTERISTICS OF TEACHERS) in wh1ch average class enrollments
4.35) were shown to be smaller. for non- Head Start programs

(Tabl
ano to be comprlsed almost excluslvely of handlcapped cnlldre

i

~

T; : ~ TABLE 4. 44
i#
i 4 HAND CAPPED ENROLLMEVT LEVELS BY PROGRAM lYPE
o SR -
] o ; Handicapped Envoliment ! Program Type
: : ! Head Start. - Non-Head Start
I : 3 of column % of column
o - Total . ; 100.0 . ‘100.0  *
,J : S i (N=53) {(N=47)
/ Less than 25 ‘ L 50.9 33.5
: : ’ . (N=27) C(N=2T)
j 25 to 50° : 24,5 9.7
! : . (N=13) (N=19)
|- 50 to 100 - R 18.9 8.5
A o , _ o (N=10) (N=d)
[ s .o BN .
; >‘\\\ - 100 to 300 ) : : 318 . 4.:
{. e ) 4 L S - i {N=2) S (N=Z)}
: L Over 300 -~ - - S T SIS SR
_ ; (N=1) - < N=1)
. . . T :‘v

AThree non-Heaa 3tart Drograms did not report these -data.

Informatlon on the extent of\malnv

/- a Waﬂnstreamlng Optlons |
s reamrng used by each program was assessed from tWo sources pro- .
gram dlrectors who reported on the use of ma1nstream1n throughout g
,thelr program, and the teachers report of whether the handlcapped
child being studied was ma1nstreamed or not. Table 4.45 presents

the 1nformatlon reported by procram d1rectors on the ava11ab111ty
Accordlng

znd use of malnstltamlnc throughout their programs.
all Head Start programs marastream their handi-

"these directors,
capred children while one half of the non-Head Start programs




| - TABLE 4.45 .
NATURE OF MAINSTREAMING BY PROGRAM TYPE

Nature of Mainstrcaming - : Program Type
N . o B . Head Start Non-Head Start
. . % of Programs % of Programs
Total . ' 100.0 100.0
- : . (N=53) {(N=d7) .
Not mninstrcnmcd o * 56.3 )
. . . INw27)
n Mainstreamed- for Von-tlassroom oo 2.1
activities = {Ne1)
Mainstreamed . ' 100.0 S 41,7
N . ' (N=53) . kﬁ 20)

$ of mainstreamed onlv lor
: .o each Trogrum. -

Complete mainstreaming of handi- -35.9 40.0

capped child into a regular (8°19) - . [(N=B)

classroom {no supportive

services nrovAdndJ :

Complcte mainstreaming of handi- 79.3 60.90
capped child into 2 regular : (1=42) o {N=12)
classroom with supportive . : .
assistance provided by a
spcczul*st

~ e Complc ¢ mainstreaming of hnndx- 22.6 . 25.0
cappzu}ghxldrcn in a ciassroom - (N=12) (N=5} ) :
_where the regular ¢laksroom - ) . \
tcacher and a special cducation ) . B : -
teacher cooperatively work with o . |
. . - allichildrern (a tean nrrnnge- - :
M o ) . mentY); g
’ Rchrsc\mnantrcnman in ubxch : s.7 v 15.9 -
© normal chx'd.c1 become part of (N=3) ) {(N=3)
a special education class:
partial m:}gstrcnﬂ1n: where 15.1 30.0
handica d children arc in a (N=B) ., {N=6)
special cdu,atxon class but go
to mainstreamed classes for one .
or -more regular cl1ssroom acti- -« . o
vitics : I
Hand1c1ppcd ‘children reccive - --f. 7.5 - 35.0 )
services from vour program but (N=4) . (N=7) . 'R

31'0 not n:n.ns..renmeu_

iprov1de nalnstreamlng The one half of the non Head Start programs
nfwho do not prOV1de malnstreamlng are cateoorlcal programs ‘that only
.'serve the handlcapped W1th “the exceptlon of omne Optton category,
“the avalldblllty of malnstreamlng optﬂons are very slmllar between -

'program types. The optlon <bowrng a. Sllght&dlf erence 1is the lewer

frequency of non-Head atart programs (60 ). whlcn provide complete

malnstreamldg to the hand:canyod w1rb as§1stante from a spec1a'1st,.

campatea with the ‘higher frequency for Hgad Start: p*oclams (79.3%).

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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| The second source of information on>mainstreaminé'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 ccempared with only 13.3 perceint from non-Head Sfart

programs.
TABLE 4.46
D[SLRIBJTION OF PROGRAM TYPE BY WHETHER THE CHILD! IS
: MAIN@lREAMED-jAS RhPORTED BY THE TEACH:R -
, '-_ v ' = - _ _ Not - |~
PROGRAM TYEFE - . \ Mainstreamed Mainstreamed
: \ "% of Row u% of Row % of Row
' Head Start o\ 110000 | 98.6 1.4
L S (N=429) | (N=423) ~ (N=6) .
-{ Non-Head Start 1 1100.0 . 13.3 86.7
; ; . } (N=353) | (N=47) - {N=309)

For scue reason ma1ns(ream1ng is used by the nom- Heai qtart rro~
grams at 32 eon°1derdbly lower rate than it is reoorted to be avail \\\

able - This may reflect séverity level. (the more severely handl-
c1ppea the child the more difficult to malnstream) or the self

contained (and probably L;olated) nature of the non- Head Start

programs. The ncn- Head Start programs, .as relatively segregated
' programs, tend to be housed Ain facilities with their own support
R serviceé State or. communlty nental ‘hospitals, for example, have

little malnstreamlng opportunlty

x

Table 4.47 presents the dlstrlbution of severlty ;evel for _
_each hanaleanplﬂg eondltlon accordlng to whether the ch11d is main- -
streamed or not. The ﬂercentave of children in each handlcapplng
'condltlon and at each 1°ve1 of severlty who ARE NOT malnstreamed .o
_(those handlcapped cblldren who are in self contalned oT - segreoated
classes} is subtracted from the’ percentace of chlldren who ARE: |
mainstreamed. The table shows the differences befween the percent

" 6f non- malnstreamed and maldstreamed chlldren for each handlcepplnc"

condition and seve rlt} le‘el A necat1ve d1f erence (mlan) i
— _ . o : ’
- o AIs
- 4.64 ) N 2




' . TABLE447. - N

DISTRIBUTDéV OP HAN} CﬁPPTQC CONDITION BY SEVERITY OF .

HANDIC}P FOR MAT NSTREAML D COMPARED WITH NON MAIN-
REANED CHILDREN* .
 [/ ‘ | / | . 4 | ' . .o
» U ) : - ‘ S
/ PRIMARY . ’
HANDICAFPING . SEVERITY LDVEL OF {LANDICAP
. 4 / | cosrrion Mild Moderate  Severe " Profoiu:
- . Visually Impairdd o1.3 141 15 s - ,
Blind - aee I _-_' B}
. . - K
JHearhng lepazrod - 7.4 . ¢ 9.3 *1l.4 -40.2 N
- i N B . - K
) Deaf . . o - — 0 ' '
‘ / Physicuu}Ai'.-.mncap;m L sy *13.8 -15.3 ‘ -19.2 0
. ,. . . f_‘ . [ .a -
/s Speech lnpaired ‘-:4.4 . ?.5 S 4 -16.2 .
/ o hu‘htz Deve lopmentally ) - -
/' .- Inaire : r17.3 -1r.7 -1.1 e 1.d
oo Mmu!y Retarded © T blo.s . -l 07 -de
opeci/fit Lc.nmmg stabxlxtv 129 Co+18.2 . -5.3 " 5.3 ' i wE
| N (<33 . - .
/’ : Se/l E:n:ionm i s:urban:e . »20.9 -os .’3 '1 o 2.6 ) '
AP “ reent of childrén. with =X | ) P S e
jo ‘77’5% S, T M e et ST
/ Y *

e ‘/ .

,1nd1cates that/more Chlldlen are in a‘ segrecated setting; ?ﬁpositive‘f

‘ dlfference (p%us) 1nd1cates that more cnlldren 1n this cateogy are’

.mwlnatreamed. o ‘ o o vf,-_ /‘

I

/- The taBle shows that for some handlcapplng COHdlthPS the
ﬁe"erlty 1eivel and whether the chiid is malnstreamed og not are
/hlchly ‘co! ounded$ -Hearing 1mpa1red phy31ca11y handlcapped . speech
/ 1nPa1r°d and health oTr dcvelopmentally 1mpalrbd all’ show con51stent
4,Lonfound;ng,by severlty level and malnstreamlnc. If 111 "severely
~hesa 1n0'kmpalred" cases, are selectnd for. spec1alvanaly51s,lth15
':WUULd he almost the same as selecting only’ malnstreamed hearing
41nnalr d cases ‘and the non malnstreaned (or proFoundly handlcapped)
WOle not be included in that selettlon. . Any effects that would be :,'
1den lfled could not c1ear1y be attributed to the level of severlty |
of Qbe ch11d since- the,effectc may alqo e thp resu*t of belng

Lied 1* a malnstream prugram

- ént
) // . i )
e While it is 1mportant “to dl<t110u15h between tht effects of
p#ograms; thi effects ot‘malnstreamlng, and tho effects of levels

Jf severity,\ to a certain extent these effetts can only be. esti-"
\

/hated_frbm the .given data. Since. maln&t* amlnc is, tontoundad bv |

l

-
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‘program type. (98% of all Héad. Start programs mainstream'theirdchil—

dren compared with only 13% of ron-Head Start progtrams), malnstream-'"

ing 1tself must be con51dered as a treatment effect which 1s present

in Head Start amd absent in non- Head Start programs.

Also, eV1dence of small dev .ations tends to conflrm ear11er a
susplclons of. some operat;onal difficulty with the concept of
_“severltv." For example “Table '4.47 shows that most 'mildiy
learning d1sab1ed" are 1“ segregated sett1ngs wh11e most "moderate]y
1earn1ng dlsabled" are in mainstream classes. “As dlscussed pre—'

v1ous1y, level of severity was ascerta1ned via teacher Judgment and ~

"~1t can be expected that the crlterlon referent for severity level

for ma1nstreameo teachers ‘is dlfferent Erom teachers in a segre-~
~gated settlng In other words, a teacher in a mainstream setting
'-;could ‘be’ expected\to rate the severlty level of a given child dlf*i
fferently from the severlty 1eve1 rat1ng ass1gned to the same- ch11d
by -~a teacher in a segregated settlng The'se variables (whlch Show PR,
jev1dence of ronfoundlna\ must be carefully ‘considered in conductlng
.between-group .comparisons, and may deserve spec1a1 posttest cons1d-7

erations.” = - <L : /

Curr1cu1um Table 4. ﬁé shows that the percentage of Drograms

electlng to use standardlzed currlculae 'is similar for both Head
pStart and non Head Start/programs (69.8% and 72. 3% respectlvelv)
However, the non- Head Start programs appear to nave many more
Standardlved curr1cu1ae available to choose frcm Whlle the

eabodz was;selected- oy comparable percentages from both programs -
(72, 9° and 67.7% respectlvely) ‘the non- Head Start programs have much
hlgher selectlon rates for a11 other’ curr1cu1ar‘ch01ces (w1th the h
notable exception of the LAP- C) ' Overall it appears that the "Head .
JStart,programs nﬁst nake.dec1s1ons~concern1ng curr1cu1um select*on,i
from-a'mhch-smailer pooliof curriculum resources. While ‘not im-
, portant to statistically‘control for, this 1nformat10n may be 1m—i.

‘portant in-analyzing and interpreting.the final study f1nd1ngs

LI ) 5' .-. »V , g
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T : TABLE 4, 48 N S

. . - . / e« [
L ' TYPE OF CURRICULIM BY PROGRAM TYPE S
- . " furriculum - o Head Start . Nom-ilead sthre
urricuzum - ~ e bf Column c+s of Cotuni
. 3 { Toral o . ~«] 100.0 - . 100.0 - w
< o ) o ‘ (N=53) (N=37y | - .
: .| Do not usc any standardized | ! . 30.2 ’ 27.7 : . . .
- curriculum with handicapped . (N=16) : (N=13) . o
.f - {Use standardized.curriculum of one 69.8 - 7L .
:‘-’;‘.“ ~or more Kinds . . {N=3T7) . (N=34: .
g i o - w. | . -9 of Programs Using
B R R - Srandardized Curriculum.for
: Tree,, T T Each _Pyogram: . ) .
Portage R o 29.7 s0.0 - . R
- o N (N=11) (Nm173) - ' ~
" . v : . Lo 3
) Peabody - ,/ . . 72.9 . 67.7
K4 : ' o (N=27) - (N=23)
- o, T Lea"n1ng .\ccomM1shment Prot‘xlc - 45.9 52.4
! | Curricutum i - . . - (N=17) (N=11) .
; Cognitive (Ypsxldnti)‘ : -~ 10.8 "+ 5.9 ;
g : . o . (N=4) . o (N=2)
! Montessori’ \ . . - 10.8 ST 2605 ‘ . o
I A - -(N=4) . DO (N=9) i e -
"] Frostig ) 7 5 4 ? 55.9. - * ' '
' . L (N=2) (N=19) ‘
’ Other Type . o 24.3 _ " 58:8 TR w
T L . (N=9) Co =20 L
:w\.
Adjunﬂtlve Drogram Variables . . 3 - _ L

Certaln varlables ‘are 1mportant to successful prooress oF the

_chlld but whlch are-indirectly related to dlrect serV1ces prov1ded

to the .child by the oronram. Thege 1nclude garent part1c1pat10n,

the extent of parent part1c1pat10n in. the act1v1t1es~of the~p
gy ams; {ﬂable ‘Ad.in the Appendlx presentc the types of act1V1t1es

'r“parents partlcﬁﬁ/ge_;n by program type{l. There'are no substantlal |
fdlfferences in the ektent 'of particpatdion

.

tratnlng needs, and the coordlnatlon of other serV1ces.

Pareg;Lgart1c1pat10n in Program Act1v1{1es. Table 4.49 showsth'F‘f

.
Q

hthe types of act1V1t1es (see appendix). Whlle this varlable can’ he

by- tYpe of program nor in "7
/

1gnored for purposes of between- group compdrlsons, it may be.1mport-v‘f
/

“ant in examlnlng w1t in vroup procreqs and dlfferentlal effects of - y
‘parent 1nVo1vement eftorts across: programs. It is typlcal that jg//
,exten51ve parent 1nvolvement is-a goal of manv presthool programs' ’/3.
'To the extent that progrese towards’ such a geal is 1mportant to . ,/t
assess, then. pretest posttest comparlson w1th¢n groups’ may be ‘vﬂ";/_'
important. B : L - " .' . - : i
: . g7 118 ' ‘ |

Q
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'EXTENT OF

TABLE 4.49

L3
B 4
*

PARENT PARTICIDATIOJ BY PROGRAM TXPE

R

o Extent of Participation Program-Tyvpe .
. ' ilead Start Non-Head <Star?t
. . 5 of Column je0f Column ;
. > - -
Total , i00.0 ! 100.0 . ;
5 i v (N=329), (N=3531 Vo
No Participatien © 35.0 . 32,6, ;
= . . o (\=1sm . (N=1153 i
i 1 to 3 hours ger month . 57.5 40.5 s i k
o . (N=161) (N=143) - |
2 td 3 hours per weck 16.1° 18.1 S
. R . (N=69) (N#6) ‘
s " 4 or more hours per week ’ 11.¢ 8.8 Ly i
. . . (N=a9) (N=313 °
. - A ’ . PO i .
- T : v S - e
- Staff for the Handicapped Child and Training Requi ments of
Pfogrdﬁg* The purposes for, whlch staff-are employed and their owWn
percelmed needs determlned .to a 1arge extent 1nserv1ce tralnlng
. ,'~requ1rements of the~programs. Table &.50 shows that programs who
‘ empboy staff exclu51vely for worklng w1th the handlcanped are
‘prlmarlly non Head Staart procrams. . il T
- TABLE 4. 50 . ) .
PROGRAMS EMPLOY[NG STAFF EXCLUSIVELY FOR. THE HANDYCAPPLD OVLY
. Staff Employcu for Hand1capped Program TVPC . i
Only Head Szart Non-tlead staw
$ of Programs % of  Pregran®
Total 100.0 ‘ 1066 A S
5 . : . ", (Nas3) (=47 BT
° - | Full-time teachers Y263 T g2.9 oo
; S - (N=11) R EE ‘
i Part-time teachers 21.3 *a2.6, .
- = 5 EN=13) (=20, .
full-time rescurces staff ar.2 51217 .
RN Y ~(N=25) (N=21) -
part-time resource staff. .- 13,4 30.6
A (N223) C(NEI)
Volﬁnteérs . . 24,5 —~. | ) 4.7 o
: - (N=15) £N=21L .
L. 'No Staff employed for the- 22.6 " .12 - .-
’ Hand1capped oNLY (\ i2). (N=R)
- f
o 82 9 percent employ fulltlme 7eachers\and 51 1 employ tulltlme re-.
source staff compared with. 26 4 percent and i7", 2 percent respecme~;
— "~ tively for Head Start programs. Thls might ln1t1ally sugcest that
i, . - 11 . . .
Q = 4.68"
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the non- Head Start programs are laroer, service more chlldren, and
have larger staffs which are supported by larger bud ets. ‘However,
ments and be
funded at lower rates. ‘The higher rate of fulltime staftf for the

as dlscussed previously they tend to have small enrol

/r"/

handltapped conFlrms preV1ous findings that these prog ams are mor e

'quented to. only handlcapped chlldlen.

The flndlng is. substantiated again from percelved training
needs of the staff (Table f 51). Major dlfferences in- percelved
'needs are in the areas of *heory and practice of malnstreamlng and
in the understandlng of handicapping conditions. Head Start
_teacnera more frequently indicate tralnlng needs in thesé& areas (65
and 73%) compared with non-Head Start teachers (34 and- 26%)..
Conslderlng the education and spec1allzat10n areas (Tables 4. 29 and

'_4 30) the needs identified in these "special education areas" are :
certainly appropr1ate for Head~ Start personnel who have very 11ttle,:
if any, spec1al eduﬁatlon tralnlno.

i

- . Y . . . . e

. : TABTE 4 51
¥ DISTRIBUTiON OF PROGRAM TYPE- BY PREFhRRED TRALNING NEbDa

- . o
T 7.
. [} Program Type !
. . Preferrcd Training Needs " Head Start Non-Head Start !
! : 3 of Row 3 -of Row ;
{ j v . B ' . !
- . 7 Total o . $4.9. -« 45.17
p L ] Ne20) (3=353)
_ X  Knowledge of !'a.ad Start performunce 54.7 ' 45.3 . !
/ . Standards * . (N=35) - (e=29)
' Classroom Manauement - 4.6 . . C 5.4,
. (\:QS') {2118} .
; Individualized [ustruction ' 59.9 0.1 :
- . - . (N=145) e (N=97) )
- | Preparatjon of Individualized 6.0 . 54.0 .
L | ] Learning Cbjectives A (N7} . : : (v=111)
- .Workmg with Parents ) ) i 3.3 ) S 31.7 -
P . : . » (N=97) e e
Strategies to Recruit Handicapped, R P . AR
Children . . . (Nm13) : ) el
Screcning amd Asscssment R RN g SO
S (ve30 o el
¢ . | Theory and ¥ractice of Mainstreuming o 3500
: . : fr,2 5%
| ) se ) ' ' I . )
| Specific Training tor tandicapproed e
1 tenditions % : iN=152y L
- “Unders tundine-Haad teappingtond itions— | ) :6;_ 3 J8
’ . \'—"’I 1
' D Other ' ; _ 23,1 :
) ) ] ) ) k4 " // .v » 3 )
’ / 1.,,
/ _; by U -
\)‘ . . .. . . : . . J 4’ . 69 . .
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Related services. Uany services prov1ded to the child are not

~prov1ded Llre"tly by the preschool program in whlch the . ch11d is

enrolled. Table 4.52 shows that approximately onc thlrd of the
;'children sampled receive additional services (33.1% of Head Start

and 28.0% of non4Heéd Start). To the exteﬁt that these services

- TABLE 4.52

DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM TYPE ANb CHILDREN WHO. RECEIVE ADD;TIONAL
SERVICES BEYOND THOSL PROVIDED BY THE PROGRAM -

Reveive Additionsl Services : Program Type N
' ilead Start non-tkeud Start
% of Cetinn 4 ol Colun

Yes 331 23.9
[ANIEN] . (Nr92)
662 7.4
[SLeb 2 I - {Ne233)

TOTAL L ’ 100.¢ N 100,90 .
(xed20) . (835311
. ’ . N J

~ AN
S

i

xac111fdte ch11d growth and development tho:e.rhlldren rece1v1ng
services may experlence special effects of these treatmen*s It
is po>31nle that these related treatment effects might ‘obscure more:-

\

dlreft program related effects. , . N

N
Table 4.53 presents 1nformat10n on the types of serv1cos\

vtypically coordinated by programs. All of the  services appear to

be utilized and coordinated equally by both Head Start;and'nonAHea N

Starf procrqms'wifh the e xception of thdse services’orieﬁéed pri- ‘

marily to the poverty populations (food commodltles, 'food stamps,

medicaid, and special purpose ageneles) . As expected those-are

used more frequently by Head Start programs, and conf irms pr°v1ous
rndlngs that the popula*lon served by the two programs are markedl)

dlfrerent in terms of needs and resources.

- ’ . - o
N . e : " : /
T . . N




\ . TABLE 4.53 - o s

COORDINATION OFaSERVICES BY PROGRAM TYPE B
\\ I‘/ \\ - /’
Agcnty or Service Coordination Progrzun Ty'pe VA
Oceurs W.zth T lcad Start . \on ~tead Start L
t of Programs % of Programs
. (Nn33) (N=47)
Private practitioner/consultant 36.8 82.9°
. “ (N=46) (N=39) /).
| Hospital ' o 73.6 63.9 .
: (N=39) (N-30) -
tlealth clinic or dtparnncnt (public or 92.5 85.1 /-
state) (N=49) L (\'-40)
Mental heaith clinic or dcp..rtrcnt (pubiic) 92.5 78 7/
or state) - (N=49) (N=37) b
R Medicaid . i 79.3 - d4.7- . . : '
. ) v (N=42) : (N=21) o .
; ; .
Food Stanps Program 69.8 19.2° H ‘
. (N=37] . o (N=9Y
Food Cosmeditics . _ 35.9° 170
’ : (N=22 (N=8)
Special Purposc Agencics (Easter Seal, - 449 68.1 o
Crippled Children Association, ctc.) S (N=aS) S (N=32) ! T
] B Flamned ‘Parenthocd . - : 45.3 - 25.5° ; :
— . . (N=24) Qe _
: Family counscling czgencics . 69.8 S 72.3 . ]
A : : ‘ . . (N=3T) C(Ns34) .
Day Care Program . ) . 56.6 ’ 57.5 :
o . . o (\’J“)‘ (N=27) i
Otker Hecad Start programs . R & 4 ) - 53.2. i L
S _ : (N=81) . (\-25) : "
University affiliated facilities 79.3 - 76.6 = | e R
‘ i p . C (Ns32),° 7 (\!sss) o oo
. | other ' _ © 45.3 ' /.3 : e
| o o] N21) (v19) -

Summary and Recommendatluns

Review of these demographic Frogram CharaCtBLlatICS and adwunc45
tive-prqgram varlablec ~confirms. preV1ous 1nd1cat10ns that the two -
program types are Very different, both in terms of the populatlone_
sefved and in terms of the specific nature of the programs them-

"_éelves;. The follow1ng conclusions requlre analytlc con51deratlons.”

3 - e The malrstreamlnc effor* for handlcabped chlldren is’ T
' ' ‘confounded with program type. . e
o Severlty level is: o . "”'»., S e
: ) l:-: confouwded with ma*nstreamlng ana w1tq program _ o
; - types - : ) o ' S
2. of suspect VallGLt] _ : o L
° Dramatic differences in several vaxlables confirm dlf— L
ferences in the scope and focus of p;ograms and in the - -
identified primary. service pOleaflon S B
. 1. budget differences reflect dif fering 1evelsf'_ R
of supnort' ) _ - ' |
| . iz SN
- ."' d }
Q 4.71
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2. curriculum resources VaTy markedly by program

type; , . N

3. perceived traipning needs, service coordination, and
staffing patterns consistently indicate different
service populations; - . -

4. enrollment ratios of handicapped to non-handicapped
Cchildren confirm differences in populations served.

One major objective of the study is to provide comparative judgements
on the effects of Head Start and noﬂ-Head Start programs (and, where.
_poSsible,,a non-served group). To enable this type of comparison 

- some Special statisticall and design .Cons__id,\erations are necessary:

LN

e

. In-order for the effects of severity level to-be

stdtistically controlled for (eliminating one major
confounding varijable), valid estimates must be '
obtained. ‘As stated earlier in.this chapter, post-

test 'data colilection verify handicap severity.

Analysis® alternatives will be designed which allow
for the anticipated difficulties in conducting all
of the planned comparisons between groups. This
cculd include: ’ S S

1. Conducting extensive within-groups analyses and ..
" " making certain between-groups comparisons on a
. conceptual basis only with little (or no) direct
statistical comparisons;. A '

"

2. Utilizing covariates (and, where possible, allow-
'ing a single variable to serve as a 'proxy'" for
a group of variables) to statistically equalize
gToups. S

D
7
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CLASSROOM INTEGRATION

a

The Drescot+ qRI Child Observation System was selected to be

used in collecting data related to a major outcome variable of the
study: children's behavior 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 tTEatment"effeCts of'programs ~:For
example, different types of programs may enable or encourage
different kinds of -chiid behaV1ors to occur’at’ different £requen-
cies. These differences in rates of occurrence may ‘be related to
program variables, such as pupil/teacher. ratio or the ratio of |
handicapped to ion-handicapped children in a given class. These
observation data were recorded on all 782 handicapped children in
the Head ‘Start and non-Head otart samples as well as a group of 219
non- handicapped r‘nlldren

The purpose of this section is to describe the procedures
-utilized'in reduciﬁg the number of variables to be considered for
anaivsis and to identify group differeuces'between the Head Start
and non- Head Start study samples for the Prescott-SRI data. As

previously discussed, it is important to 1dentiry any pre-existing
group differences so. that statistical or methodo]ogital techniques

can be utilized to control for. these differences. This section in-
cludes a brief description of the observation instrument, a review

of decisions related to analysis, a description of group differences
"by certain key variables, and a discussion of proposed data reduc-- .
tion techniques. )

Deseriprlon of the Prescott SRI Child Obsorvat1on stem

This observation svstem is used to recerd *he ne .ure and klnd
of activities and socizl interactions in which children eng .ge

withinm =%~ nitsthool en Vironment ., The Prescott-SRI Child Observa-
" tion cem 1S, an especial 1v compiex and Lomprehen51ve system which -
— 1 ‘:"'



_ _ _ . Ty |
requires coding a specific child's (focus child) behavior every 12
seconds during two separate 20-minute observatlon periods. The

coding of ‘child"’ behaviors on/the Prescott SRI occurs-across three

dlmen51ons of behav1or: , : : ’ : e
- \

. child activity codes -
. ~object of the child's attention

v

(2]

. activity_continuity.

1. The ch11d activity codes contain four broad areas, each of 7
which 1is cons1dered as’ a’ contlnuum of poss1b1e categories. ‘The"
four areas are: ‘ |

° I - Inteqrates. Codes in this category were used to
Tecord active involvement with tasks or social situa-
tions. The target child accomplished this by centinu-
ing activities, structuring a task studylng a prob-
lem, or acting creatively. -

e T - Thrusts/Inltlates Codes in this category were
_used To record behavior initiated by the fccus child,
for example, se1ect1ng an activity; asking for com-
fort, reassurance, or recognition; asking questions;
giving information; or statlng preference.

; , ° R - Receives: Codes -in this. Category were used to

= : Tecord inputs to the child and his/her recaction to
inputs ‘for which a response was expected. Inputs.
included statements of "information, questions about )

facts, invitations to relate to others.

® D - Defends, Responds:  Codes in this cateoory Te-
flacted avoiding or ignering, crying, anger, defend-
ing rights, and asserting ownership. N : o

- Within the continuum of pOS:lble categories for these four

areas, there are 54 child act1V1ty codes. These child activity

' ﬁcodes:are presented in Table A6 in the appendix. Most of the child -
codes can be furthcr specified in terms of the object of the focus
child's attentlon \object‘code) and an 11dex of continuity for the-“
focus'chlld s activity (contlnulty code). For example, if the focus_
child continues the activity of stringing beads, this would be
coded "I2c-E-O0.Y ‘The "I2c" child code identifiesrbead stringing as

et
b
oh




a.closed, s.:ctured 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 '"O" indicates that the child's activity
;is ongoing‘becauSe in this situation there 1is edntinuity te“the bead

strlnglng behavior. ;
2. The ob1ect of a focus child's attention was de51gnated by
separate codes: : , : A ff '

i,
-1 ‘—'//..

° A - an adult o - . Ty
° C - another child; _ ‘
° G - a group of children w1th or W1thout adults,‘_ _
& D - a handlcapped child or group. of children 1nc1ud1ng
» 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
desvgnated as new or ong01ng, oT whether the child was returnlng to
a previous act1v1ty, or was not involved in any. acf1V1ty at all.
In-addition, for some of the "Receives" (R) ‘codes it was p0551b1e to
. record the focus child's response tc the stimuli. For ex ample, if’
another child asks the focus child if s/he would like a cracker; and
the focus child says, ”no, thank you,” the act1V1ty would be coued
“R2 -C-0-7. ‘The "RZ" 1nd1eates that the focus child recelved/an
otfer to share and - the "C'" designates that this offer was fpom
another ch11d If this has happened during snack time the "GC"

could refer to the fact that snack was' an ongoing act1v1ty " The
”7"'identifies '""no, thank vou'' as an active and app.oprlate TS sponsev
to the offer. - } B i '

i

rl
)
1\:]
!
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These three behavior dimensions are represented in the recordiﬁg
booklet -as illustrated haolow: ' ' '

1. 2. 3 4.
Ind{ Mod Child Codas B Obj. Cont. | Resp.
EPO|O|COIe|® | || OB
@ GENOIONRO) ©® @@
& B IO ® |®|{60
&) IRCREOCICREC, ® ECRROIO) i
1. = Child Activity Codes
2. = Object Codes
3.==C0ntunuiy’codes

The final. column (4) is for the recording of the specific child

response, if apnllcable

N For standardlzed recoralng observers were provided w1th a
“beeper t1med at 12 second intervals to 51gn1fy recordlng points. In
addltlon, at. the end of each 20-minute observation perlod the v
observer completed an 11- 1tem summary of more general behaviors dlS-
" played during. the 20 mlnutes (Table A5 in the appendix presents
the summary coding forms.) . The items covered in the summary ‘coding
included: | '
° proaram structure
»xa’”//f0cus child's interaction and 1eve1 of 1nv01vement

- : with handicapped and non- handlcapped children, and
' &du1t: . .
e . focus child's affect. ‘

In-summary, every 12 seeond:,'chlld activity data were coded by

a

'frame in the Prescott-SRI scoring booklet. Each frame 1nc1udeu
© child activity code
object code - ’ S "

contlnulty code-

respcnse Lode,,lrbappllcaole

. : ’ : : ) t
3 . s g :
i * : ) l ‘,” ":7 Y
: . . . oA
2

. 4.76




N

For each 20 minute cbservation period observers coded approximately
100 frames of child- behavior. Two 20-minute periods-were required .
for each child included in the .study sample. The Prescott-SRI pro-

vided 54 dlffefent vhlld a.tivity codes, 5 objéct codes, 4 continuity
' codes, and 4 response codes which were utilized in recordlng .the
rfocus child's activities and interactions within the program -environ-
ment. There are a large number of possible permutatlons\of thesu
‘child behavior codes (appr0\1mate1y 780 valid comblnatlons) This
large volume of variables must be reduced to a more manageable num-
ber. ’ ) '

- Issues of Data Analvsis and Reduction

Because the Prescctt-SRI is being used both as a seccndary
dependent variable to show the effects of program treatments on
certain child beha. »rs, and also as an independent .variable to

show the extent to which tertain child behaviors Cén affect growth

and development (as measured by the Alpern-Boll); there are four
apec1f1»:1ssues for con51derat1on. e
1. Reduction of the larcq quantity of observatlon uodes
to a smell gzroup (or a single indicator).

2. ‘Idantlflcatlan of child codes wnlch dlstlnvulsh
' between program types. .

3. Identificatiocn of 51m*La*1t1es and dlfferences in .
the nature and tvpes of activities for observztion
codes. . a S . .

4. Adequacy of rellabllltv from observer to observer

OT session to session.

Subsample of "Normal' Children

In addition to the child code observatiorn data which were
ccllected on the handicap peu Head Stzrt and non-Head Start samplies,
the same kind «f observation data was collected on a sample of non-.

handivapped'ch;;dren. The'purpose e these data were to previde a

. reference group for the f"equencv boants of each behavicr aﬁd also

<.




to enable the development of an “interval measure.’ These cata were
considered as a normative frame of reference for rates of child
behaviors exhibited by non-handicapped (''normal'’) children. In
addition this 'normative! ,ample was used  to create standardized
scores. - ' ' '

r

_Data Reduction

Data collected utilizing the Prescott SRI. yielded over 780

jqpeC1r1c individual variables wnlch reltate to the nature and~ extent
. of social interactions and.behaviors of handicapped children with
their hand1capped peers, normal peers, and adults. S’nce it is .
not feasible to utilize each 1nd1V1dua1 var1ab1e, and 51nce the
measure, of behaviors is in the form of frequency counts, there” are

two ‘major data reductron tasks:

1. ‘Reduce the quantity of ‘variables, s
2. Modify the nature of the measure for comparlson
purposes. - ———

Key Variables: The first.step in the process_of identifyingdkey

variables in order to reduce the quantity-of variables was to review
‘the trequency 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 cn11d behav 'or code was 100 or greater that paftlcular cods
was retained for the next variable reduction step. - Child-behavior
codes with frequency counts of less than 100 were_ eliminated from
con51deratlon for the following Teasons: (1) Twafrequenc1es were‘
._not sensitive to change, and (2) 1nc1d51on of low Erequencles of
_child behavior codes could cause the data to be espec1a11y vulner-
able to any systematlc bias which might ex1st.

‘ A total of 87 child behav1or-codes occurred with a frequency
0f 100 or more t1mes.. These 87 behavior codes were further
examined by handlcapnlng condition because 1t was felt that the low

1nr‘ldence handlcaps (dlscussed preV1ously) may be- represented by

— T o 4,78



behavior codes with Telatively low frequencies-(between 500 and 120
total freguency count). .In examining the frequency of child
‘behavior codes by hand1capp110 condition three prlmary criteria were
concldered for retalnlng a child behav:or code’:

Cl) A high freauehcy of occurrence of the child

behavior . code (codes -appearing 1, 000 times or . e
morsaj. '

(2).. BEvidence that the rate ofi occurrence of ‘the
. " behavior code varied by handlcapplng conditiomn.

(3} Evidence that the- frequency ¢f a given behavior )
- or that differences between handlcapped groups =
e _was conceptual logical. '

These are nct mutually exclu§1vefcr1feria. ff’oniy one of the
‘ criteria was met, or if there séemed to be a logical explanation
Lwhy blind cn11 iren exhibited a specific behavior mor e frequeqtlv
than children with other k1nds of. handlcapplng condltlons, for
'~ example) then the Child behavior code could/ st111 be selected for
 further analysis, Since - blind and aeaf chrldren were less 1ke1y
than other handlcapped chwldren to be 1nv01ved in groun acc3v1t1es
where passive attention was. demonstrabed (listening to a story
being read to a group. oT 115ten1ag tc a recerd or tape), several
hehavier codes for these‘lcw-incidence‘groups werc'iﬁ fact re-

. ; : - oy :

tained.’ ' ) i R

.

After appllcatlon of These” procedures and cr1ter1a, a total of -
44 child ac11v1tv and. object codes were retained. “ These behavior
codes either occurred with. suff1c1ent frequency, showed dlfferences
“in frequenc1es ov hdndlcapvlng condltaons, or were. consistent -with
the general body of knowledge about behaV1ors c” chrldren with
;pcc1f1c handicapping’ condatlonq. These aelecLed codes aTe d1>-

cussed ®n more detall later

,% i

‘Comparability: BecauSe the chiid ohservaclon data ccilecred o

X

“Hrc_lnstrument is. a frequencx couant for Speclfrc coaed behavicrs,

'rhe data arg,onlv neanlngful relat1V° to the frequencv counts for -
,, ; . o v, . ; oy -

S - ?. L e i
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the same behavior code by other children. The transformation of
these data to standardized scores also allows the data,to more
_easllv accommodate the analvsls requirements.. The, complex path
analysls mode1 {(proposed in Chapter 1) requires the use of an
interval measure, and the transformation satisfies the requ1rements
better than other aiternatlves.l/ in order to insure comparab111ty
of the frequepcy counts (across behdvior codes, and across other

varlables as well as other ch11dren),"and in order. to better meet

"_the needs of the nath analysls model the frequency -counts’ wern

transformed into standardlzed (L) scores. Each frequency score was

.

%

transforﬂed using. the’ formula for a standard17ed score: i c -

‘ ‘ 7 = X-X : . ' '
- £E£t= Frequency Score aAMean Frequenci'
: Standard Deviation

because the study pnpulatlon represents a restr1cted range in’'at
1east one known assessment area, it is highly probable that some
cf the behav1ors being observed for by the Prescott-SRI represent

-areas where the range restr1ct10n issue would be a probfem (The

=;prob1ems with respect to range restr1ct10ns have been dlscussed

prev1ous1y 1n Chapter 3 and w111 ot be rev1ewed here.) However,'

to av01d the range restrlctlon problem with these data, and»alsolln

. order to reference the "frequencv counts'” to some standard, the Z

| score transiormatlon was conducted with data ‘from a sample of non-

handlcapped children. The mean and standard dev1at10n of each
1ected observation code from the non- handlcapped sample were

_u:%d to transform the frequencv count for each handlcapped child-

into a standardlzed A score.a 1he moa1f ed equatfon,ts: S
Fre uency L,ount " Mean - Frequency .

- (fo? Handicappsd. Chil (for non- handlcapped sampll

. < o Standard L ition K

(for °pec.1f < S_ehder code! -7 {for the non- handicapped sample) N C,

L/ymite dummy var1ab1es can be used fer categorqcal var1ab1es or
essentially non-continucus data,.they become cumbersome to the

analysls effort when‘more than  two, or, three are us ed.

, B [
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' better meets- the needs of the analysis model. - I

" bifferences Between Proqrams . : ‘ /

/-

-
N o

To insure that the "non-handicapped sample" mast closely approxi-
mated .the full range of frequency counts for every selected?observa-'
tion code a smail sample of handlcapped cblldren were included in

~this reference sample., Twenty four chlidrbn were randomly selected

from the pretest data by handicappirng condition 1ntproportlon ‘to

the incidente of that handicapping condition in the general popula-
tion (6 speech ;mpalned, 4 mentally\refarded 1 V1suallv 1mpa1red

Fd

for example) - , oo ) ;

Ehls transtormatlon of the data prOV1des a standardlzed score.

for each observation code which reflects -the pe1formance of the..

<

nand;capped cnild in Ieterence to the non- handlcapped sample and
alsd allows for comparabllvty across behaV1or codes and other key

”varﬂables sucb as handlcapplng condltlon.. The transformatwon also.

-

N . ‘,_ . - / - .
The Prescott SRI contalns ovex'/“O usable codes for cescrlblng

he behav1or of ‘the observed ch11d in ‘the program env1ronment. As
prev1ouslv dlscussed there are ¢ identifiable dlfferences between

Head Start and non- Head btart programs with respedt to certaln

RN

wvariables wh*rh can be expected to contrxbute to yOSSlble d1f+erences

in the program env1ronments. The level of educaflon and salary of

: theﬂteachers. for example nay result Jn teachers who structure

their classtooms dltferently, encouraae dlfferent levels of in-
oeuendence on ‘the part of the .child, or allow dtfferlnptlevels of

__adult child 1nteract10n . " An 1mportant dlfference in the programs,

'whlth has already been partlally dlscussed is. *he mainstream nature’

o

or the Head Start programs compaled w1th the more, ;eStTlCtJVe_ i
's pecial educatlon" emphasls of *he non-Head Start p;ograns. ‘The
non;Head Starr c1asslooms are comprlsed predomlnatelv of 1and1capped
chlldren and here\ls little opportun-ty for child-to- cn1]d inter-
actions of a ma1nstream nature in these programs. Because the

Prescott-SRI contapns codes for observ1ng the: frequencv of inte erac:

tlon between handlcapped and non- handlcapped cH11dren. and because ’

v . ’
> .
. .,

o
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the availability of non- hand-cupped chlldren dlffers so strongly
_(Head Start programs have many more fom- handicapped children avail-
4ab1e), there is a strong 1nd1catwon to believe that the ‘child inter-

aCthﬂ frequenc1es for some codes w111 vary substantlaliy

To examine this pOSSLbllltY another alscrlmlnant analysis was
conducted using the 44 selected codés and the seven summary codes.
The purpose was to examlne,the ab111ty of the data to differentiate

- “between. Head-"Start and nonr LHead Start proarams Tne results of
_5tn15 analysis are presented in Table 4. 54 “and show that the result-
ing discriminant functien predlcts membershlp in program type.
with 85 6 percenfl/ accuracy. This suggests that proorams do
have substant;al differesnces in  the frequency of occurrence of
certain ebserved behav1ors. Theé *discriminant functlon reduces
Wilks' Lambda to .4«704le 1nd1cat1ng/very good dlscrlanatang power,.
and includes +wenty-51x of the p0551b1e fifty-one codes (44 pre-
L selected codes and 7-summary-codes). The canonical correlatlon.of
T = 728'1 very hlgh and explalns over hdlf of the variance
‘(S .1%) for membership 1n program type.

c . o

nnlle the dlS rlmrnafe functlon 1nc1uded 26 of thé cbservation
_ codes, only tht'xlrst 12 meet the a prior limits for 1nc1u51on-
x-lfvlgn1f1Cance of chaﬁée—bv adding the. Varlab1e<. 000). The 1nc1u-

sion of the other 14 variables to’ *he function. only reduces Wilks”

hanbua fIOﬁ 4905 to .4704, adding very little power to the, function
_at the’ cost of more than doubllna the number of variables used in

" the equatlon.

- . — . ! R
N

\\

¥,

=
-

Hl/CQIrected for unequal”n per classification group.
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TABLE 4.54:

DISCRIMINATE FUNCTION TO PREDICT TYPF 'CF
MEMBERSHIP FOR SRI CODES '

PROGRAM

. Staandardized Significance of
Yariables F Wilks' Significance Discrininate Change by Adding
. Statistic Lamba i : Coefficients This Variable
1. NT8 344,128 0.6938 <.001 - 0.4208 ) <.000
2... z0BJC - 146.838 0.3838 <1901‘é' + 0.5429 «€.000
3. ZOBJD ® 30.007 5.5621 o0 - 0.1853 <.000
4. .ZCONTINN 17.460 1.5294 <.001 . - 0.1458  <.G00
, 5. T4 D : 10.141 9.5226 <001 + 0.0919 <600
6. ZIR3 A7 8.327 0.5170 <.G01 - 0.1203 .. <.000
« |77.. zisB E 6.792 0.5115  <.001 + 0.0799 <.000
© 8. " ZOBJA . - 6,842 0.5080 “<.c0l + 0.3737 <.000
9. ZII5C E . 7.093 . -0.5034 <.001 + 0.2639 .. - -.<,000
19. . ZR7B €5 6.747 0.4990 . - <.001, + 0.07%2 - -.<.000
74 11. ZCHLDCDR 5.999 0.4952 <.001 -. 0.2161 <.000
12 ZIGB A 7,200 0.4904 <.001 - 0.1027 <.000,
13. NT7 *4 535 0.4876 <.001 - © .00l
14. ZI6C D 3.609 0.4853 <.,001 : .001
]15. z16B C 2,854 0.3835 <.001 zgza;§§°ffgi1_ o1 :
16. zT¢ & 3.218 % 0.4814 <.001 ficance of .001 ;
17. NT4 2,232 0.4799 <.00Y Change >.001 001
18. 4B E 2.715 0.4787 <.001 ° .no1 i
19. NT6 : 2.209 " 0.4773 <.ngl .001 :
20. ZIRSB A 1,814 0.4762 <.001 _ .001 :
21. ZII2C E 2.195 0.2748 <.001 o1 !
. ZI4NE 1.718 8.4737 <.301 001 . |
23. ZIR7B C7 1.392 0.4729 . <001 .co01
« )23, 2117 ¢ 1.:48 0.4721 <.ncl .oel
25. ZCONTINO . 1.353 9.4713 <.00l L 061 |
. 26.  NT2 1.574 0.4703 <.001 .01 i
—
‘Wilks' Lambda = L4704 o ' -
Chi Squared *- 57%.384
Significance = <, 000 , ; {f

_ caponical Correlation = .728

-

-

.. D = .5300 or 53.1% variance explained
- ‘ R a9
' R Actual Membership Pradicted Membership
) - Non-Head Statt Head Start
$ 0f Row 5¢ Row
Non-Head Start- gl.y - 18.1
' - . . (4285} (Natd)
T T Hegd Start I §8.6
: : (N=43) . (M=3803

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.Percent correctl% ciluassified (corrected for

£t

ot
vals,

unequai group size) = 85.5% .



The 12 ch11d code varlables identified by the discriminate
function are summarlzed in Table 4.55. Fer purposes of clarity the
descrlptlon of the- code variables also reflect the directionality

of differences between progreis. Tables 4. 56 and 4.57 present
‘the mean scores (standardlzed Z sccres) by program type for all
codes respectlvely (44 all totar). These taoles better 111ustrate
differences in mean”freqﬁenc:es for these behavior codes. - To

the extent that mean frequencies are dlfferent from zero they
‘also prov1de a referent with respect to the non- handlcapped popula-
tion. A superf1c1a1 review shows that child behavior: codes for

the non Head Start programs more often have large differences

from zero than do Head Start programs. {38 codes compared with

6 respectively). In general, this 1nd1cates that the frequency of

these behaviors for handicapped ch11dren in Head Start more nearly

,'tnagprox1mates the frequency. of occurrence for non-handicapped Chll-_

dren than does. 'the frequency of occurrence for children in non-
Head Stdrt program ‘In other words, the Head Start handﬂcapped
ch11aren are more 1ike the non- handrcapped sample (with. respect to
these 4 1dent1f1ed varlabTes) than thev are the non- Head Start
sample F '

i

Th ee dxmensnons were evident w1th1n the Prescott SRI ch11d

behavior codes that were 1de1t1¥1ed by the dlscrlmlnant function
as di fferentlatlnc between types of. provrams - These dimensions ares

e class comp051t10n (child/teacher ratlo and handl-
capped to ‘non- handicapped ratro), : :

classroom act1V1ty structure (oven, closed),
_soc1a1 integration of nandlcapped ch11dren (maln-
streamlng)
, These three dimensions are interreliated and it is not possible”
to explaln the frequen‘v of specific child behaviors strictly in

terms of any one of these dimensions. . However, in some cases, a

< —



" TABLE 4.55:"SELECTED\PRESCOTT~SRI CHILD CODES

Prescott-SR1
Child Code

Description of Cdde_

NT8
GBJC

OBJD

CONTINN
T4 D

R3 A7

16B E

OBJA
JI6C E
R7P C5

CHLDCDR

L16B A

"Handicapped children in non-Head Start programs

~ hardicapped children. :

-

'Handicapped children in non-Head Start programs

“The attention of handicapped children in Head

- non-Head Start crograms.

“handicapped children ‘in non-Head Start programs.

,Qew-tasks_or activities.

‘capped children.

Head Start handicapped children .are less often
involved in interactions or tasks with other
handicapped children.

Handicapped children in Head Start more often
receive from or give attention to non-handicapped
children ‘ :

more often receive from or give attention to
other handicapped children or groups including

In Head Start programs fewer frames were recorded
in which handicapped children were involved in

Hgndicapped children in Head® Start ‘programs give’
fewer general informational comments to their .
hahgicapped peers.

Head Start handicapped children receive less
adult help with tasks (while responding appropri-
ately) than do handicapped childrer in non-tiead
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-

zart is less often directed at adults than is
the attention of handicapped children in ncn-,
Head Start programs.

Head Start handicapped children are not often
involved in structured group activities. with,
objects as the foci of their attention than are
handicapped children in non-Head Start programs.

Head Start handicapped children receive more
playful- intrusions to -which thevy respond defen- .
sively than do handicapped in non-Head Start
programs., : '

Handicapped children in Head Start receive less =
irput than do the handicapped focus children in -

Head Star-t handicapned are involv:d less fre-

quently in open-ended expressive group actlvitiébg
with their attention directed at adults than are

1 36

4.85
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TABLE 4.56:

7% SCORES FOR PRBDCOTT SRI OBJECT AND CONTINUI”Y CODE
V&RIABLEJ :

PRESCOTT-
SRI
- “{CODE.

CHILD ACTIVITY CODE DESCRIPTIONS

NON-HEAD START

HEAD START |

- I

OBJA ®%* -

Summation of all frames ir which

the focus‘child's attention vas .

directed at an adult

0.745

0.236

OBIC 4a

_Summation of all frames in whlch

the focus chiid's attention was
directed at another child

- 1.070

~ 0.126

———

"OBJE

‘Summation of all frames
. foctts child’s attention-
. directed at some object

in -which
was

- 0.407

~ 0.222

* L——

- 0RJG -

Summation of all £rames
focus child's attention
directed at a group

in which
was,

- G.312-

OBJD #%

. Summation of zll .frames in which

focus child's attention was
directed at a handicapped child

or group including 2 handicapped -~

ciild

1.789

©70.003

CONTINN *#

Summation
the focus
. activity

of all frames in.which
child engaged in a new

0.245

— 0.030

.
CONTINO

Summation

“ |- the focus.

volvement
action

of all frames in which
child continued in-
in act1v1ty or inter-

A

- 0.299

- 0.163

" CONTINNA .

~ Summation
the focus

of all frames .in which
¢hild is not 1nV01V8d

1n a spec1f1c task or act1w1tY

0.152

0.08S.

-F*e“u“ncy counts for each varlablerwerefxransformed to
standardized scores for, ease_ £-eo

_This transformatio as conducted using dlstrlbutlon data

'ﬁs(mead standard deviatlon) from the sample of normal -
Achlldren (N-219) plus a proportlonate sample of handl—
‘acapped children (N=24, total. N=243). = - :

Key Va*lables 1dent1f1ed by the dlscrlmlnant analysis

rn

LA )

Ny
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TABLE 4.57: 'Z* SCORES FOR CHILD ACTIViTY CODE VARIABLES

-

“e

PRESCOTT-

-SRI,
. CODE

CHILD ACTIVITY COGE DESCRIPTIONS

'NON-HEAD START.

HEAD START

I1 A

' Child's atrention directed aT

an adult

0.378

0.223

I1 C

Child's attention directed at
another child -

- 0.402 .

I1 G

" Child's attention is directed at a
-group without handicapped children

Child's -attention is directed at a
handicapped child or group in-
cluding @ne or more handicapped
children Lo ] :

I25 E

" Child maintains open-ended, ex-

pressive activity with focus of
atiention on some object N

N S

f2c E

Child maintains structured closed
activity involving some objecr

I4a E

¢hild considers, contompiates,
tinkers with some object .

14b E

Child adds a different prop or
now idea

"~ 06.316

- 16a A

‘Child ‘participates with passive

attention in 2 group activity with
an adult as the focus of his/her
attention

- 6,118 "

i6a E

Child participates with passSive
attenzinn in 2 vroup activity with
some onject as the focus of his/
ner atren<ion. . . .

16b A

Child participates in’ open-ended
group activity witzh attention
directed at an adult

fob C

Child participates in open-ended
group activity with-attenticn

. direc;ed‘at‘anOthcr child

o 16b-%

na

. Child participates in open-ended’

group activiries with attention
directed at some.object

~ 0.088

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- .
.




" TABLE 4.57: (CONTINUED)

v [ R . ‘e

i

PRESCOTT- -
" . SRI ;
CoDE . -] CcHILD ACTIVITY CODE DESCRIPTIONS

NON-HEAD START

'HEAD_ START_

Child participates in expressive,
opén-ended group accivity-with
attention dirccted toward a
handicapped child or group in-
cluding a handicapped child

'HQ%& | 16b.D

0.612

0.065

Child participates in closed
structured. groups activity. with
attention directed at an adult,

(6c A

0.037

0.148

Child participates in closed
structured group activity wich
attention directed at another
child

16c C

-~ 0.406

0.038

Child participates in:.closed’
structured group activity with
attention directed at some object

T6¢c E _it

- 0.332

I6c G Child participates in closed
structured group activity-with

attention directed at the group !

~ 0.067. -

u

“16cD Child participates in closed

: structured group activity with
attention directed at a handicapped
L - child -er wroup including a handi-
.o : ) capped child :

—

.1.778

Child wanders with no appartent
purpose with attention directed
‘at some object ’

.0.037

Child initiates statements about
his/her prefercnces, likes, dis-
l1ikes with an adult =

Child iritiates gencral state-

ments

with another child

0.131

Child
ments

initiates general state-
with a handicapped child

or group including a handicapped ) ’ |
child - o . - ’ ST -

Child initiates playful, exuberant

N - " TTb C
: - . behavior directed at another child:

Child initiates playful, exuberant

-t T7bE’
| behavior Qixecteq at some object’

Child receives information or. help
with a task from an adult ‘and is
crying or whining . - T . a4

S R3 A3

)// ) _ R T ,  . ' o T .1;5?53

R S » . 4.88

[EIQ\L(:‘ . : /o . . R ; : O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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' TABLE 4.57:

(CONT.INUED)

PRESCOTT- & i :
SRI - i S _ /
CODE. CHI! ACTIVITY CODE DESCRIPTION§ NON-HEAD START HEAD START 7/

3
R3 A7 »» Child receives 1nformat10n or ! "0.605 - 0.115 //
help with a task “from an adult . //
and responds actively and :
approprxatcly ) . : //
RSb A Chiid receives praxfe from an l 0.754 0.042 '
B adult  ~ l /
' R7b C Child receives a playful- 1nnrushsn" ~ 0,264 /0.0%0
. from anothcr child ) l :
R7b C5 en Child receives a plavful 1ntrusﬁon = 0.432 - 0.089
- from another child and responds by .
. defending or-asserting rights !_ : //
R7b C7 Child receives a playful intrusion ~.0.349 h ~ 0.188
- from another child and responds @
actxvely and appropriately [/ . :
INDCNT1 Child attends to self - wiphdraws 0.092/ ~.0.081°
. completelv /} B //
MODRP - - Child assumes he/she is Zn an - 0223 - 0.160
. 1nag1nar“ rolc T, oS
CHLDCDI . Summation of ali cthA codes £ 0,544 - 0.076
- . vhich-are used to describe active / : v
involvement in 1ntmractxon5 or 7 .
.. tasks - J [ S )
" CHLDCDT .Summaticn of all child codes used . - 0.434 - 0.166
to dcscrxbe lnltlatlng behavior . )
CHLDCDR »» * Summation of all child codes used 1.058 L 0.170
to describe. inputs. recelved o .
— Y
‘ 10
(oS

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



| Chlld s behavior appears to be more related to one d1men51on than

the other two. "For example, some handitapped children in Head _
Start programs are less frequently involved in open- ended ‘expressive
group. activities with their attentlon directed toward adults A
,p0551b*e explanation could be  attributed to Head Start class com-
posltlon which includes fewer adults than non-Head Start programs.

In the case where Head Start hand1capped ‘children are less often
involved in 1nteract10ns with other handlcapped childrén, it ceo 1d

be explalned by the ratlo of handicapped to- non-handicapped children.
whlch in most Head Start programs is .much lower than in non- Head
Start prograns. §1n11ar1y, in non-Head Start programs -there is.a
higher frequency for handlcapped chlldren to interact with handl- .
capped peers, since the classroon comp051t10n usually reflects only__p
handlcapped peers. '

When ch11d behav1or codes were examined in terms of the dimen-
51on of soc1a1 integration for handicapped ch11dren,_severa1 child
behavior codes seemed  reflective of this: construct.. Head Start e

hand1capped children are more oftén involved in structured group’
act1V1t1es with obJects as the focus of their attentlon than are -
"handicapped ch11dren in non- “Head Start programs The data 1pd1cate'
the frequency of croup 1nvolvement for Head Start handicapped

'chlldren more closely approx1ma es the mean for the "normal" sampleh

‘(the Z scores are very close toKZero) * Head Start handicapped ‘
- children may indeed be more like hormal children than different,

however this raises the caution g\how severely involved the Head

Start. hancrcapped ch11dren are. \On the other -hand this flndlng

| could support the premise of ma1nstream1ng and the pOSltLve 1mpact

~ upon, handlcapped ‘children gained by their- soc1a1 1ntegrat10n w1th
?'j“' normal peers.

The finding that Head Start hand1capped children, recelved mote
playful 1ntraslons from noen- handlcapped peers than those focus
rhlldren in non- Head Start procrams is posslbly 1nd1cat1ve of social




h‘1ntegratlon be1ng achleved by hand1capped chlldren It could'al ’f\A LR
" 'be explained, at least partially, by the.fact that Head Start pro- ) |
‘gramS‘have many more non- ~handicapped peers_avallablemq In general,
few, if:any nOn:handicapped children were integrated within non~f

- Head Start programs.

by

The frequency of occurrence of both structured group act1v1t1es .

and open ended . act1V1t1es was more similar to the non- handlcapped

sanple (Z scores are very close to zero) for Head Start children.
‘Non-Head Start children on the. other hand had .substantially fewer
‘occurrences. of ‘both behaV1or codes. ‘The questlon of how such
dact1V1ty structure affects. the behaV1ors of. chlldren is not always’

- clear. Howewnr. in Head Start classes there appears to be more i’”_ ;F

‘Opportunlty for children to be self- directed and to 1n1t1ate aCt1V1’~A.
- ties and interactions in a less r1g1dly structured ,teacher- ' o
controlled enV1ronment. In classes where there i's more’ teacher '
directed activity, the d1men:10n of ch1ld control over the env1ron-
'ment and his or her own reactlons to. and behaV1ors ‘within it, 'are'
,subJect to more deflned parameters. 'The nature and number of open-r Ce
“ended (expre551Ve) vs. closed or stru'tured act1V1t1es avallable -

. for.children to become invelved 1n is p0551bly determined by -

whether the program structure itself is open or closed. This’
availability of opportunity in turn affects ‘the behaviors. ch11dren o
exhiblt in the preschool env1ronment. Head Start. programs, as a

"~ group appear to have a greater range of open closed activities com-

- pared with non-Head Start programs wh1ch simply have fewer of both,

”rAklnds..

_ : p .- . : s
Becauae there are nota ble dif‘erenCes between the two programs

;*thar are reflected in several spec1f1c behavior: codes, and becaase
there appears to be some ‘common dimensions of the focus child's
"attentlon, it is necesqary to ascertai in if the large number of
variables cafl be reduced further. In order tc adequately unde@take,‘nﬂ
<tatlst1cal correct1ons for leferences between .programs, the



~a-

number of correction terms selected for use. mus t be held to a mlnl-t'
v3'mum. (A large number of ”correctlons" may 1nadvertent1y e11m1nate
*all but error variance from the ana1y51s ) T

.In order to further reduce the number of ch11d behav1or codes
‘a factor analysis W1tn varimax rotations- was conductea to examine
the p0551b111ty that underlying constructs W1th1n the behavior
coding sys#em existed. If underlylng constructs were present it.
could allow for the elimination of- certain groups of variables by
. using a 51ngle indicator. Such underlylng constructs could also’

assist-in 1nterpret1ng differences between progr&ms.

The results.- .of the factor ana1y51s produced eight 1den11f1ab1e
"fdactors." ~Two of the factors accounf for 48 percent of all of the
varlance explained by the set of factors. The other six factor’s.

account for approx1mate1y equal. Cbut'small) amounts of the. varlance.

S

«  The two factors accountlng for the largest explalned varlance are. .
etplalned below: '

"FACTOR 1 - Inltrated Interactlon

. Factor : ' . .
: . . 1
Yirlable . loading - Descr1pt10n of Varlab e’ |
TAXXA - .3144 Child initiates statements about his/her-
: o - preferences, likes, dislikes with an adult
"NT2 . .8946. $ummary code rating for the extent of
a ”part1c1pdt10n and 1nVOIVement .in center
. . act1V1t1eJ S e .
NT4 - - L4119 . Summary code rating for the'levei of.inter-’
i ; I action with adults . S e T
NTS L7311 -Summary . code rating for the obstrved affect
- ) - ' - of the child = . T PR
~ NT7 . . .4655 ';Summary code Tating for the extent of
P - . 1nvolvement w1th other chlldren.

~In1t1ated Interactlon aFf11mat1ve efforts to- partlclpate in center-

v

- activities by 1nteract1ng W1th other act1V1ty partlclpanét This~
1nc1udes takrng the.. 111t1at to exp;ess =atlsfact10n, 1ocat;ng one-‘
%self in close prox1m1ty to partrcrpants, and act1ve1y seelng opporn

-~

ztunltles to part1c1oate




H) . A -
..
v

- Interaction‘and Contact with nonQHandicapped_Chiidren_‘

. . YA ~ Factor -~ . . N
JVarlables - Logdin' ) Descriptor of Varlab}eL
-16BxC, - L4255 Child participates in open ended gronp E

[
'

.*:5;, IR . .- involvement with other- handlcapped ch11- - E

:analy es by computlng Factor Scores for each chlld These Factor
";Scores are obta1ned by multlplylng the: factor’ loading for each
- ar1ab1e 1n the factor times the standardlzed score’ for tha-

fvarlable ~ The sum of all ‘products equals the tartor score. In L

activity with attention directed at an- -’
other child : : y

- 16CxD - ~‘¥.3257‘ Child participates in closed structured =
E ' _ group activity with attention directed at/_ y
a handicapped child ox group 1nclud1ng a- e
_ _ o ‘handicapped child . ) e
T4xxC . 5857 '~ Child initiates general statements w1th
. R ' ) another child . . : .
T7BxC .5530 * Child initiates playful exuberant behaV1or<-’
o, - ‘ ,~ directed at another ch11d .
“R7BXC . .3193° - Child receives:'a planul 1ntru51on from
. I another child - . N S
NT6 - .3236 . -Summary code Trating. for observed host111ty Coe
o T - by the focus child - : . L
NT8. . 4065 'Summary ‘cede rat1ng for the’ extent of . ~ﬂf~;

‘ e - dren. o > e -

Interactlon and Contact w1th non Handlcapped Ch11dren reciprocal . .
1nteraCtlon of a constructlve, non- hostlle nature w1th non- '

'handlcapped chlldren. This includes 1n1t1at1ng direct 1nterpersona1

contacts, ma1nta1n1ng attentlon, and encouraglng (through affect .

'~.and‘ hyslcal protlmlty) the receptlon of 1nterpersona1 contacts.

SN

“f' These two ractors will be used. for cextaln w1th1n group rﬂ R

-

this way the Factor Scores for Factor 1 and for Factor 2 can serve R A

'}as-"proxles” (substatute varlables) tor severa1 other Varlables,

- thus reduc1ng the total number of Prescott SRI \;rvab1e>.

e~

&



Posttest data analys1s efforts w1ll aoaln re- examlne the
Prescott SRI by factor analysis to determlne if s1m11ar factors }
re-emerge. Factor 'l ‘and Factor Z, however, appear to be the most

ut111tar1an factors at present. /In comblnatlon, the factors account‘

-

‘for 43 percent f all factor analys1s variance and the 1dent1r1ed
3;/" constructs (1n1t1ated interaction and extent of 1nteract10n w1th

‘non- handlcapped chlldren) are highly relevant to the spec1f1ed goals'~
of assess1ng c;assroom 1ntegratlon - _; - oy

Interrater Rellablllty of the Prescott SRI Chlld Observatlon System Y

«

_ As: preV1ouslv mentloned the Prescott-SRI is an unusually com-
. plex and comprehenslve instrument. Observer training requlred an

1ntenslve 7z day tra1n1nO session w1th a trainer/tralnee ratio-of

’“; - 1/6. These sess1ons included famallarlzatlon of the. coalng system

‘ practlce record1ng child's behav1or 1nv eschool classrooms and day

\\\fﬁ'care centers, cod1ng practice with v deo tapes espec1ally developed

'5\\\fo the.system, and frequent re11abfl ty ch\Eks made . throughout the
training process.' The - f1nal cr1ter10n for certlficatlon in- the

Prescott SRI was a. three hour: exerc1se 1n -which tra1nees coded

'v1deo taped sequences of children's behav1or.' Tra1nees were: re?'
qu1red to*hcet the .75 tralner/tralnee rellablllty level in- order toh

- be auallfledrto collect obsefvatron data using th1s system.,

A

- Desplte the strlct 73 reliability. standard for all. tralnees,
there 1s scme possibility that this rellablllty does not rema1n
ronstant Aé observers collect data in the f1eld there is 11ttle
contlnuous pressure to code oehaV1ors conslstent with the tralnlhg wf
o 'standara Often there is- no second oplnlon ava11able for valldatlon i
of an obServer S codlng in difficult or ambiguous s1tuat10ns. “In-__ff
addltlon,_some codes are more d1ff1cult to ccde con51stently than |
others, and some cod:s\occuf w1th such, low frequency that there 1s

‘little opportunity.for tralnees to practlce these.o T
: \\ '

Y .-
- - °

Ore Tesult of decreased’ rellablllty is- the tendency for observers
to 1apse into more general codes about whieh there is: 11ttle ques-,
tion. However, thede codes do' not prOV1de as sens1t1ve a descrln-v o
‘tion of the chlld behav10 as 1is ooss1ble w1tn th1s system. This

- ’
53 N . . r .
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tudy requ iT.ES both detalled 1nforma ion and gooa re11ab111ty

Slnce chlldren s behaV1ors from the pretest data col]ectlon wrll be

' _compared w1th ‘their posttest benav1ors \dt is cruclal that rerlabl-

11ty ‘be maintained consistently. across o servers\\ Poor rellablllty

.could d?hmatlcally affect the. pretest pos test frequencles of codes

obserVers are in-

by handlcapplng cona1t10ns For exampie, i

) structed to pay partlcular attentlon to beha iors which are diffi- "

'cult ‘to cdde ‘and’ which do .not occur frequently they may - Jnadverr

;tently code more low frequency behaV1ors than would be expected

*fore, Verlflcatxon of. rellablllty. « J=

o

/

and non Head Start programs

-~

Summary and Conchusiohs , h

’
3

- The. Prescott SRI Ch11d Observatwon~System/;rOV1des a complex
and detailed. descrlptlon of-child behaV1ors. In order to cqnduct
the analysis of basellne data Wlth svcb a 1arge quantlty of ch11d

cdge varlables,"several data reduct10n steps were undertaken

1 e The total p0551b1e child behavior. codes (exceedlng
780) were reduced to 44 va11d codes for 1ntt1a1 .
anaLy51s . . : : ‘. o ' "

¢  Child behavior frequency counts were tra sformed to:
. standardized "Z scores based on ‘a non-handicapped:
sample (which included propartionate representation -
. by hand1canp1ng condlclon) ThlS enabled the develop-
". - ment of! . . -

. . . . -‘ . a
a R

R l.d a score which is referenced by a ﬂnormal” sample,g'

'2.. -an.interval medsure ‘which better_ meets the -
requ1rements of| the proposed data ana1y51s model.

. ) .

Analysls of the base11ne data contlrmed expected dlfferences in the'
Prescott SRT behaV1or codp trequencles. vThese dlfrerences under-'
scoTe. the 1ntr1n51c ”treatment” dIFferences between the Head Start

.

.,G
-

Twelvc spec1f1c child observation codes show 51gn1fr—'

@

cant differences in mean frcquency -of" occurrence for -
'program type. - : : A 2t
p ) . ) e o - .

- R oy e : .
. ) : : AN . . : .

S - - 4.95 (3 ) . '. .



S f“  ;ﬁ'i’fThree general dlmen31ons of commonallty appear to be R
' : present throughout the 12 key varlables : : : o

. l.f- class: composition (rat1o of chlldren to adults N
. - and ratio of non-handicapped children to. hand1-
N . -capped- chlldren),

2. closed vs. open structure of the classroom,

wl
A

degree of sogial 1ntegratlon and ma1nstream1ng
¥n the classroom.

~

v

Further efforts to reduce the large quantity of ch11d~code . e
Varlables by factor analy51s produced two selected factors.” In
comblnatlon these two factors account for half of the factor

1ana1y5Ls variance, and -appear to be h1ghly related to the goal of
_assessing classroom integration.

s,

In order to conf1rm rel1ab111ty est1mates for thls measure
‘Dr. Ellzabeth Prescott was contacted d1rect]V°to dlscuss strategles
'for establlshlng and 1mpTOV1ng .interrater rel1ab111ty : D1ff1cult1es ;
in establlshlng interrater reliability include. the 1nd1V1dua1 var1- .”*
‘ances of observers, the extent of low 1nc1dence behaﬁior or complex

;_codes the)~are exposed to (and thus can. practlce onl . j . -=D

: _U.*

.synchronlvatlon of the beepers de51gnat1ng 12 second 1ntervals, and
[sltuatlonal sen51t1v1+y ‘to ceftain behavior codes " In order to
establrsh rellablllty for fizld- data collection- condltlons and to

. improve 1nterrater re11ab111t1es, spec1al steps w1lJ be - taken T
. Strlct ‘training - s*andards ( 75 observer r=11ab111ty)°
- owill be adhered to. : . ‘
‘e All*field staff W1ll*be tra1ned in the Prescott SRI .
. which will. enable more "intra-staff consultatlon on . o
,  how certain complex behaviors - should be ceded. . ﬁ% TIRT
. - e . A subsample of 50 chlldren will have observatlons by

two observers for purposes’ wf estimafing 1nterrater o
rellablllty under f1eld constlons o I :

1. : beepers. will be matched‘for accuracy of 12- UGS
o - second 1ntervals in oner to insure. palred S
‘ .observations at|idential (Dlus or m1nus Two o R
seconds) t1mes,\u ) , R

c

°
2

_/2.7j reliability calculatio s will be conducted on
all key. Chlld ,ode varidébles in order to

o .+ determine if certain onés,.are more highly = . o«
X subject to rellablllty varlances than otber E
varlables. ) ) /~-”_ : O

...“ ' 3 s : o ." ’ . ' " . _'.:, ’




WITHIN GROUP ANALYSIS

-

There are two overrldlng analysis strategles which w111 be
used in the conduct of the final data ana1y51s between groups. and
w1th1n groups. - Each analysls strategy is deslgned to assess
certaln statlstlcal differences. The analysis proceoures for

.rbetween groups 1s designed ‘to ldentlfy differences in outcoﬁe measures
T;between the Head/ Start nomn- -Head Start and (when apprOprlate) the. non-

served. groups. Since any differences 1dent1f1ed between groups on

fhposttest scores could be due to. preexlstlng group dlfferences, it is.

L#necessary to examlne pretest scores. for ev1dence Qf such dlffg;ences.

Where pretest’dlfferences ex1st (famlly 1ncome levels for example)
statlstlcal controls are necessary to equate ‘the groups A larger
portlon of thls interim. technical report has been organlzed to 1ded«
t1fy any of ‘these’ pretest dlfferences and -to spec1fy which varlables

~ the groups must be statlstlcally equated on.

The. procedures de51gned for W1th1n group ana1y51s will take one . -

- of two ge neral approaches One approach assess dlfferences between

}~pretest and posttest condltlons and 1dent1f1es spec1f1c variables

f”whlch appear to contrlbute most. substantlally to these changes. The

i{major thrust of this approach would be to’ utlllze the conventlon of

ifpath anélysls to describe and portray causal relat10nsh1ps between
ziﬂcertaln varlables and the outcome measure. (growth and d/yelopment of
F:thé chlld) The second approach would be to créate a nom1nal scale-
55;var1ab1e, 1dent1fy1ng those ch11dren who showed ”treatment galns"'

EY iy * ,




- . . e
Lo . .
»

- (galners) and those children who showed non-treatment related galns,.
oT even losses (no galners) A series of dlscrlmlnant functlons,
spec1f1c ‘to handlcapplng condition, would then identify 1nd1v1dual
varlables of significance.’ ' J,»~’“f"”f"7.

Most of the variables used in the studv were selected because

‘they were either thought to accurately represent probable differences
between groups, or because prev1ous research has shown them to be “f‘
' good indicators 'of the: relatlonshlp of that varlable with growth and _
development Q1nce ana1y51s of pretest data can only 1dent1fy exist-
ing pretest differences, comprehensive w1th1n group analyses are to'
be conducted for each group (Head Start non-Head Start and non- "
‘served). In-: -addition to prov1d1ng a basellne description.of pretest
levels for each variable, this will allow for a. descrlptlon of those
variables which u1t1mate1y contribute to changes in outcome measures.
"Because the nature of the within group analysis strategy 1s d1rected
towards an examination of,all.probable varlables, the_datafreductlon
effort required for the between groupyﬁnalysis is~not'necessarw.

N bR
|

The exact scope of ! tne ‘'within group ana1y51s efforts is de-.
‘talled in the Analysis Plan. The genexal thrust of the analy51s,

however, is to describe the relatlonshlps of the. selected var1ab1es
and their 1ndependent as well as joint effects on the outcome
' measures. o y



SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

~ The major purpose of this report has béen to 1) Teview the
._vaiidity[and/orupsychwmetric properties of .severdl study data
" collection jinstruments, 2) to review baseline data for the purpose .
of establishing parameteTrs which must be considered in proposed
.comparative analyses, and 3) to reduce available study data to amn -
efficient set of variables for .analytic purposes. The results of :

invéstigations directed toward meeting these objectives are pre: T

.sented below. As rTesults are pr@sentgd,.recgmmendations are made -

* which ‘retate study findings to proposed baseline posttest analyses. ‘1?

‘Unless otherwise directed by ACYF, thesg/reCOmmendatiOns»wilL be. .
gstrictlyjfolﬂcwed in all between group Phase 'II analyses and in, the
_amount of posttest data collection actiyities. o T

tudy’ Instrumentation Issues o,

\.1:4_'Va1idity of Alpern-Boll Devélopmental Data ..
‘\ . B . N LA ;, . . .

b . Findings
3 R Y Using the Learning Actomplishment Profile as a
poin& of reference it was found that correlations between several:
Alpetn-Boll/LAP-D subscale areas were of suffictent magnitude,

. Taking into account the restriction of range issuq,Ato'conCIude s
that parent reported information was sufficientlyiequivalent.for» S

‘}finalytical_purposes'fh specific areas. The relevant;Alpern<3011hjfu,],

. 'subscales include the” Academic and Communication subscales. - Be: -
. cause there is no LAP-D equivalent for the Alpern-Boll Self-Help o
. subscale, there was no way to validate this particular information . -

"set.(pages 3.5 - 3.8). o - w ' : o R

) . - However, the PhysicalaDevélopment'subscale3of»the'-g“ﬂE
“Alpern-Boll did-not correlaté€ well with either the Fine or Gross = . .
~Motor subscales of the LAP-D. Lack of correlation is mot.a- func-

- tion of extreme case scores. ‘This fact raises serious questions’
"~ abdut the equivalence of Alpern-Boll data in this area. -, ’

5.l &0
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E
(s)
1. OF THE FGLLOWING FUNDS, WHICH HAVE YOU SPECIFICALLY EARMARKED
g (ALL OR A PORTION) FOR SERVICES TO THE HANDICAPPED? PLEASE
INDICATE SQURCE, AMOUNT, AND LENGTH OF TIME YOU HAVE RECEIVED
. THESE FUNDS. .
SOURCE . . NUMBER
OF OF YEARS
FUNDS AMOUNT RECEIVED
[entenr zlgutre} {enfer numbexr)
-3T Ig-ir - Basic Head Start grant C T T U T 1T 1 3 1T
a7, LT-ET Head Start Supplemental funds | 1 ] 1 [ 1 | I
=746, 77777 BEH First Chance funds O O T e 1
SHEICILE A
State "reimbursement ~f /I D I O I R T
Log -y services' funds .
E‘l : e ' : Other State funds CT 1T 1T 1T 111 1
T R Other local funds U N N I O B C 11
- . I T Other Federal fumds 1 I T T T 11 1
- P Other Education for the CT 1T 1T 1T 1T T 1T
T 2,7 Handicapped Act funds : .
7/ T Parent tuition 7 T 11 1 1 1
R Other (specify) I I O N 1
H,A5-21,32-33
' Other (specify) O N N 1]
r,3é$"/9, yi-4y
|
!
’ -
i .
- - 163
4
: A 34
Q
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CASE BACKGROUND DATA PROFILE




¢
?

35

-37,38-39,40-41

42

43

(2)

4. WOULD THIS CHILD BE CONSIDERED AS MULTIPLY HANDICAPPED?
2 no
.1 yes

{apecify handicaps; use codes from #2)

® 5 N R N B R i

A
T

5. IS THIS CHILD PATCTICIPATING IN A MAINSTREAMING PROGRAM?

2 no

1 yes
L, 5a. IN WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING MAINSTREAMING OPTIONS HAVE
. YOU PLACED THIS CHILD? (Chechk one that applies)

1 complete mainstrzaming of handicapped child into
a regular classroom {no ‘supporitive asisistance)

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 arnnrangement)

4 reverse mainstreaming in which normal children
become part of a special education class

5 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?

U1 1 [Hours pen week)



\ B
)
/
y .
N B
(3
{ Sc. HOW MANY HOURS IS THIS CHILD'S MAINSTREAMING SITUATION %
. ! POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE?
1 ' a
i6-47 i —— (Hours pex week) g
45-5¢0 i T T T 1 l(lntenvicwen: Compute percentage of avaifabie
mainstreaming time the child actually partici- g
i pates L)
6. IS THIS CHILD INVOLVED IN A CLASSROOM THAT USES A :
LOCALLY DESIGNED CURRICULUM? E
57 2 No
1 Yes §
i l_)éa Which of the following types of curriculums were
de51gned. g
572 \ Performance based (criterion referenced)
53 Experienced b:-.se’dl_ (discovery learning)
54-5¢ Other [specify) E
57-59 Other {s4pecify)
7 I8 'T‘hIS CHILD INVOLVED IN A CLASSROOM THAT USES A CURRI"ULU\I g
THAT IS LOCALLY ADAPTED FROM A STANDARDIZED CURRICULUM?
50 2 No a
~ Yes .
L—) 7a. Which of the following standardized curriculum were
adapted? (Check all that appiy) g
61 " Portage : .
672 : ' Learning Accomplishment Profile - Curriculum
63 ' Peabody g
64 _ Cognitive (Ypsilanti)
65 S - Montessori g
66 ’ ' ___ Frostig il
67,68-69 : ) : _ . Other (specifyl '
70,71-72 o : Other {4peciiy) L E
14y E
AL37 g




73

74

75

10.

S

HOW LONG HAS THIS CHILD BEEN IN YQUR PROGRAMT

N

less than one year
one year
2 years

over 2 years

HOW WOULD YOU CHARACTERIZE THE INVOLVEMENT OF THIS CHILD'S
PARENTS IN YOUR PROGRAM?

1
2
3
4

very active
average involvement
only miner involvement

do not participate at all

ARE- THERE ANY SERVICES YQU WOULD LIKE TO MAKE AVAILABLE EITHER
TO THIS CHILD OR HIS/HER FAMILY THAT YOU HAVE NOT HAD THE
RESOURCES AND/QOR THE TIME TO PROVIDE?

2

No

1 Yes
[:—> What Services? {Tnternviewer: Coding will be done at

Laten date. Enier nesponses veabatim)

gool
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INTO HEAD START
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g IDENTIFICATION

1. Can state first name only.

2. Can state full nama, : ‘

3. Can state fuli name ang age 3s of last birtngay.
g 4. Can state name. age. and address.

USING NAMES OF OTHERS E
t. Usesno proger names in interacting with those around himn.
2. Uses the names of A0 mMore than five chiidren or acuits.
3. .Uses the names of trom five lo ten Children,

E <. Uses the names of virtuaily all children ang adults,

GREETING NEW CHILD

When a new chitd joing the group—
1. H‘e inadvertentiy Ahysically overpowers child in greeting
him (ie., hugs, bumps. puils),
He makes a limuieg and brief physical contact (ie., pats.
pokes, rubs} with child ang sOme verbal contact.
. He usually makas verbal contact and sometimes touches
chiia.
al. He neariy always makes verbal contact with child without

physical contact.

WS AFE USE OF EQUIPMENT

. He proceeds with activity, ignoring hazards involving
height, weioht, ang distance (climbing on unstable equip-
ment. stacking boxes too high, jumping onto otf-balanced
Structures).

. He proceeds with hazardous activity, sometimes seeking
help and sometimes geiting into difficuity.

He proceeds with hazardous activity but Irequently seeks
help when he is in difticulty.

He corrects hazards or seeks help befora proceeding with
activity. . .

LrPORTlNG ACCIDENTS
h

en he has an accident (e.g.. spilling, breaking)—
1. He does not report accidents.

He sometimes reports accidents. .
s He frequently reports accidents,

He nearly always reports accidents,

lm’mums IN ACTIVITIES

1. He wanders from activity to activity with ng sustained par-
ticipation.
He continues in his own activity but is easily diverted when
he notices activities of others.

"PHe continues in his own activity and, leaves it only when he
is interruptad by others, b
He continues in his own activity in spite of interruptions,

PERFORMING TASKS

I.begin a task. ]
@ usuaily begins task the first time he is asked but-
dawdles and has to be reminded.
Jakie begins task the first yme he is asked but is siow in com-
lating task. .
begins task first time he is asked and is prompt in com-
leting task. ’ ‘

Q :
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I usually. has to be asked two or three times before he
i .

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 j involves two specific in-
Structions.

4. Without a demonstration, when j involves three or more
insiructions.

9. FOLLOWING NEW INSTRUCTIONS

1. He carries out one famitiar ‘nstruction,

2. He carries out cne new ins Tuction the first time it is Jiver,

3. He follcws new instructions given gne at a time, as weil as
famitiar ones,

4. He follows several new instructions gijven at 3 time, 2s wef!
as 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, 3 reminder, or affirmation
that he is proceeding correctly.

- He occasionally needs FELettion of instruction for part of

the activity before completiny 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 child how to do some-
thing (put things together, play a Game, etc.)—
- He is unabie to do so.
2. He gives an incomplete explanation.
3. He gives a complete but generai explanation.
4. He gives a complete explanation with gpecific details.

12. COMMUNICATING WANTS

1. He seldom verbalizes his wants; acts out by pointing, pufl-
ing, crying, etc.

. He sometimes verbalizes but usuvally combines actions with
words, - i

. He usually verbalizes but sometlimes 3¢5 out his wants.

. He nearly always verbalizes his wants,

Rl I ¥

13. BORROWING

1. He takes objects when i use by otherg without asking per~
mission. . . : .
2. He sometimes asks permission to yse other's objects,

3. He frequently asks permission to use other’s objec!s. -
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.

He Occasionally attempts to return the Property to its owner.
He frequently attempts to return the Progenrty to its owner.
- He nearly always returns the property to its owner,

> ON

5. SHARING

1. He does not'share equipment or toys.
2. He shares byt only atter adutt inten/enzion_
3. He occasionally shares willingly with other children.
4. He frequently shares willingly with other children.
"
i

¢
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i6. HELPING OTHERS
When another chiid 1s having cifficulty -{such as using equip-
ment, dressing}— .
1. He naver helps tne other child. .
2. He helps another chad 0nly when they are playing together.
3. He sometmes slops his own play to nelp anather child.
4. He trequertly stops his own play to help another chid.

i7. PLAYING WITH OTHERS

1. He ysually plays by himsell.
2. He piays with others but limuts play to one or two children,

3. He occasionaily plays with a larger group (three or mare
children).
4. He usually piays with 2 larger group (three or mare children).

8. INITIATING INVOLVEMENT
When other children are involved in an ac:ivity which permits
the inclusion of aaditional children—
1. He seidom initiates getting involved in the activity.
2. He sometimes initiates getting involved in the activity.
3. He trequently initiates gatt:ng involved in the actvity.
4. He nearly always initiates getting involved in the activity.

8

INITIATING GROUP ACTIVITIES

1. He nearly always initiates activities which are solely for his
his own piay.
2. He initiates his cwn actwities and allows one child to join
im. .
3. He sometimes initiates activities which include 'wo or more
children.
4. He lrequently initiatas activities which are of a group naturz,

0. GIVING DIRECTION TO PLAY

When playing with others— .

He typicaily foilows the iead of others. ,

2. Hm sometimes rmakes suggestions for the direction of the
play. .

3. He frequently makes sugagestions fcr the direction of the
play. . e

4. He nearly always makes suggestions far the direction of thé
play. ’

TAKING TURNS

1. He frequently interrupts or pushes others to get ahead of
them in an activity taking turns.
2. He attampts to take turn ahead of time but does not push
or quarret ir 9rcer to do s0.
3. H9 waits tor turn, but teases of Fushes those ahead of him.
4. He waits for turn or waits to be called on. -
I}

1

2. REACTION TO FRUSTRATION

wel .

5. He has a tantrum (screams. kicks, throws, étc.). -

2. He finds a substitute activity without seeking help in solving

_ the problem. ] :

3. He seeks help from athers in solving problem without mak-
ing an attempt o sotve it himself, .

4, He seeks heip from others in solving the problem after
making an etfort to soive it imself, :

When' he does not et what he wants or things are not going
— :

ge l{l (o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

23. DEPENDENCE UPON ADULTS

<

24. ACCEPTING LIMITS

25. EFFECTING TRANSITIONS

\

i
I
i

He will continue :n an activity on his own without ha\;ng ang
adult partic:pate w:th im or encourage him—

1. Hardly ever. ‘
2. Sometimes. %
3. Frequentiy.

4. Nearly always.

When an agult sets !imits on the child's activity (glav space.
use of material, type of activity) he accepts tne imits—

1. Hardly ever.
2. Sometimes.
3. Fregquently.
<. Nearly alwavs.

In changing frem on2 activity to another— g

1. He requires personal contact by adult (ie.. holding hands.
leading).

2. He will not move toward new activity until the physical
arrangements have been compietad.

3. He moves toward new aclivily when 1he leacher announcas
the activity.-

4

cues.

. 26. CHANGES IN ROUTINE

- o277 RIEASSURAN-E IN PUBLIC PLACES

28. RESPONSE TO UNFAMILIAR ADULTS

29. UNFAMILIAR SITUATIONS

30. SEEKING HELP '

A2

i_“_o

The child accepts changes n routine (daily schedule. rcom
arrangefmensis. agduits; withoul resistance or becdming upset~—
. Hardly ever,
. Sometimes.
. Frequently.
Nearly always.

. He moves toward new aclivity without physical or verbat E

LA

‘When taken to public piaces he must be given physicza! or
verbal reassurance—

1. Nearly ziways. =
2. Frequentiy.
3. Sometimes.
4. Hardly ever.

1. He avoids or withdraws from any contact with unfamiliar
adults. -

2. He, when initially acproached by unfamiliar adulls. avoids
contact, but if approached again. is responsive.

3. He responds tc avertures by unfamtliar acuits but Goes not
initiaie contact. . C :

4. He readily moves toward unfamiliar aduits.

1. He restricts himself to activities in which he has previousty
engaged. ‘ .

2. He joins in an activity which is new tor him cnly it other
children are engaged in it.

3. He joins with other children in an activity which is new lg
everyone. )

4. He engages in an activity which is new tor hym even though
other children are not involved.

When he'is involved i an activity 1n ‘which he needs heip—
1. He leaves the activily without seeking help

2. He continues in the acuvity but anly if help s alfereo,

3. He persists in the activity and linaily see%s haip.

4. He senks help from others after making a brief attempt,

r

TOTAL SCORE . _.__ .

~——
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CALIFORNIA PRESCHOOL
SOCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE

PROFILE SHEET

..\ -

A.g39 2

-22="01" ichild’s Name Norm Table Used —
-24="90"
25-26="00" |gex: Age Total Score: — Percentier__
item ' 0 1 2 3 4
27 1. ldentification o ° « e 'y
28 2. Using Names of Others . o o S ®
29 3. Greeting New Child ° ° D) Py .
30 4. Safe Use of Equipment . . ° . .
E o 31 S. Reporting Accidents . . ° . °
32 6. Continuing in Activities o . . . . .
33 7. Performing Tasks . . o o °
E 34 8. Following Verbal Instructions . ° . . °
; 35 9. Following New Instructions o . o . .
36 }10. Remembering Instructions . ° . ° .
E 37 |11, Making Explanation to Other Children e . ] . o
38 |12, Communicating Wants . ° o o o
39 }13. Borrowing o . o - .
i 40 |14. Returning Property . » . o o
41 1S. Sharing ° ° - . .
E 42 16. Helping Others ° ° . ° o
43 |17. Playing with Others . ° o = .
44 118. Initiating Involvement - . . o ‘o .
45 119, initiating Group Aczivities ® e ° .
" 46 |20. Giving Direction i0 Play . . o . .
: 47 |21 Taking Turns. . . . R .
E 4 8 | 22. Reaction to Frustration N . . e .
.49 |23 Dependence upon Adults . . o . .
- 50 24. Accepting Limits ‘e . - . L]
B - 51 |25. Effecting Transitions . . o ' . o
52 |26. Changes in Routine - . s . . .
53 127. Reassurance in Public Piaces . . e o .
l . 54 |28 Response to Unfamiliar Adults ‘ o e ° o o
55 |29. Unfamiliar Situations o “ ° .
56 |30. Seeking Heip L R . . .
l A 'Comménts and Recommendations:’
. 57-58 Total :
p Signed —_—
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36

2738,39-40
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PART I: TEACHER BACKGROUND

3elow vou will find a series of questions about vourself and vour
experience with special children. Circle the answers to these guestions

whizh come closest to describing vou andé your background.

1. tiow many vears have you worked with preschoel handicapped children?

1 Less than 1 year

t
.
3

to
<
[¢]
1Y
"t
0

- -,

5 3-5 vears
4 over 5 years

2. Prior to this pregram 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 z parent

as a sibling

other (specify)

other {(specify)

none

3. What is the highest level of education you have completed?

1 some nigh school, but no diploma

[}

“high school graduate (or GED)

3 some college, but no degree

N

associate degree

bacheler's degree

wr

6 postgraduate study

4. If you are'a coilege graduate, what is your present area of
specialization? .
1 special education

2 early chiidnood development

(2]

other de_.ree area

4 does not appiy

3. Have vou received any other formal classroom training that has
prepared you to work with preschool children”

<

S no

2 yes, I'm a Child Development Associate (or soon will be)

3

1 wves, I have cther special training {speciiv)

45 1

A



For Office 6. ' Are you certified by your State Departmen:t of Education to teach

Use Only  ° -~ handicapped children?
_ 41 ' 2 no .
’ ) 1 yesl )
- 7. What do you consider to be your most important ‘training needs at
. [ th@futige? (Checg no mor% than three training areas)
49 ’ _-__ knowledge of He;d Start performénce standards
43 S+ _____ behavior moéification/classroom management
44 ! ,-;;__‘indiVidualized instructional techniques
45 ‘ '____ preparation of individualized learning objectives
46 I wdrking with parents .
47 ___  strategies for recruitment of handicappéd children
48 . ____ screening and assessment
49 ___ theory and practice eof mainstredming . ;
50 ___ specific training for a handicapping conditién (e.g., blind,
. deaf) , - ,
51 . ____‘;hderstandinglhandidapping conditions
. 52,53-54 _ other (specify)
55,56-57 | ___ other (specify) __

8. HowAmany children do you have enrolled in your class?
58-60 —l R ] (enter nuaber)

R _ l¥8a. Of this humber, how many have been identified as handicapped?

61-63 LT
| 4éb. of tae héﬁdicapped children how many are:
64-66 - ._.L L 1] Am?ricén Indi;n or Alaskan Native
‘ '67-6.9 [ A| ! A:s;ian or P;cific Islande%
" 70-:%23 ! :! Hi Black, not of Hispahi; origin
73-75 m Hispanic
_' "76-76§ E::[::[:]«—Whitqg not pf Hispanic ~igin

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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23-725
26-28
29-31
37
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

11.

&

How many paid adult staff (excluding ycurself) are generally in
vour class during the day? : :

L1

“

Yow many volunteers are generally in.your class during the daw?
£

! A, " . ' ) ’

16a. Of thisﬁndmber, how many are parents of handicapped children
enrolled? i

.
S
/

Which of the following represents vour salary? (Circle one)

1 §5,000 or less

tJ

$5,000 to $7,000
5 $7,000 to $§10,000
4 $10,000 to $12,000

5 Over $12,000
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. - PART Il: TEACHER ATTITUDES AND OPINIONS

TEACHER INTERVIEW

Since this is an opinion scale, the only "right' answers are those that you feel
express what you think about mainstreaming and children with handicaps.

All of the items are views with which you may agree or disagree. Mark the number

1. I like to work with handicapped children.
4

2 1 feel it is good for the normal children

children.

to be in the same classroom as handicapped

classroom time away from normal children.

4. I think mainstreaming is harmful to normal
children.

feel "at home"” in my class.

6. I feel mainstreaming is harmful to many
handicapped children

7. Tor me working with handicapped ¢hildren and

.normal children is-difficult in a regular
classroom setting. .

8. t seems to me that handicapped children learn
more .in specital classes that do not include

normal children.

9. 1 feel that haudicapped children need to be

- made aware of cheir 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
i -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.

3. Working with handicapped children takes too much

5. It's hard for me to make handicapped children

. which most accurately describes your feelings and thoughts about =zach statement.

Strongly Neutral Strongly
Agree Disagree

——— ——— —t— r— " —— | ———
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38

39

40

41

15.

16.

17.

18.

19,

Handicapped children are more like
normal! children than they are different.

I think that normal and handicapped
children get along well with one
another.

It seems to me that handicapped children
are withdrawn around the normal children
in the class.

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

Being in the same class with normal
children helps the social development
of handicapped children.

O

Strongly Neutral . Strongly
Agree Disagres

s L e e —— | omim——— vm—n— Soap—
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SCHAEFER TEACHER INVENTORY I
(general form)
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23

24

25

26

27

29
30
31
32

33

34

35

SCHAEFER TEACHER INVENTORY I
(general form)

Check the number of the response that most
closely reflects how you really feel about

each statement.

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 apprec1ate my efforts
§. It is hard to face the parent< of a
child who is doing poorly
6. I do not want to work with parents any
more than I already de
7. Conferences with parents sometimes
make me uneasy .
8. Meetings with parents do not help me
achleve my goals for the children
9. The most 1mportant part of a ch11d'
learning happens at home uefore she
- starts in any sciiool -
10- I feel comfortable calling“paneﬁis
about any questions I have
11. Most parent$ seem to appreciate what I
do for theilr children
12, It is unpleasant éalklng to a parent

whose child is not d01ng as. well-as he
should - .
Working more with parents would inter-
fere too much with my other teaching
responsibilities .

There are no 11ght or wrong

Q
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36

.37

38

39

14.
15,

16.

17.

18,

20.

21.

- I feel ill-at-ease when I visit with

a child's parents .

Meetings with parents are not worth
the time they take

Even during a child's schoel years
the most important part of learning takes
place at home

When a child comes to the Center with
a problem, I feel comfortable talking
to the parents

Parents want me to tell them how to help

their child learn

It is a stxain on me to discuss a

"child's problems with his parents

- Working.with parents is too much to

expect from the classrcom teacher

I get tense when I have to talk to a
parent about a child ‘

[
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44

45

46

47

48

49

12.
13.°

"(educational beliefs)

e
The most important thing to teach

children is absolute obedience tc
parents

Although "adults may have difficulty

.accepting them, all children are basi-

cally good at heart

Basically, children learn by being
told about the wecrld

Teachers should show the same amount
of affection to all their children

Children will get on any woman's
nerves if she has to be with them all
day ' '

¢hildren is absolute obedience to who-
ever is 'in authority

Children should always obey their parents

:' A1l children are good by nature

Children's ‘learning results mainly from
being presented basic information again
and again ’

Teachers should give all children an
equal amount of praise

Mothers very oftenffeel that they can't

.stand their children.a moment longer

Children should alwayg obey the teacher

Children should not question the
authority of their parents

)
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57

5&

59

60

61
67
63

64

65

14.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22,

©

Children are born good; it is society
that turns some children into trouble-
makers

A child learns primarily by absorbing
knowledge she-is given by others

Teachers should discipline all the
children the same

Raising children is a nerve-racking

job

Children sihould not qﬁestion the
authority of the teacher

Children should always do what their
parents say, no matter what

"In order to be fair, a .teacher must treat

all children alike

Children should al%ays do what the
teacher says, no matter what

Children should be tredted the same
regardless of differences among them
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SHAEFER TEACHER PERCEPTION OF
CENTER ENVIRONMENT
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23

29

30

31

32

33

34 el

SHAEFER TEACHER PERCEPTION OF

CENTER ENVIRONMENT

Mark rhe number of the response that most
closely reflects how you rcally feel about
each statement. There arc no right or wrong

answers.

I. 1.

I1. 1.

I11. 1.

V. 1.

My ideas are generally supported by
other staff members :

Fellow staff members encourage me
with my work

The staff would provide support if
things didn't go well

The staff is warm and friendly

Staff members make me feel that I
can confide in them

The friendlineés of the staff is a

" benefit in this job

The director encourages me to involve
parents in their child's education

The director would support my attempts

to involve parents in their child's
education

Center policies favor teachers'
efforts to .involve parents in their
child's education :

The director encourages parents to
take the initiative in contacting
teachers

The director makes parents feel free
to contact their child's teacher

‘The Center director suppoTts parents

contacting teachers for any reason
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'35

36

37

3§

39

40

41

43

44

45

46

VIII.

1.

The Center provides me opportunities
for discussion with other teachers

There is ample opportunity scheduled
for me to talk with the other teachers

I have enough time during working
hours to talk with other teachers
about impcrtant matters

In matters of importance the teachers'
point of view is.considered by the
director in making decisions

What teachers think helps determine
Center decisions

Teacher input is considered an
important part of the decision maki-
ing process in this Center

Rules important to Center functioning
are arrived.at together, by the
teachers, the director, and the parent
policy committee

Basic Center rules are arrived at
through joint teacher-director~parent
policy committee decisions

Rules are decided upon through a
majority decision by the director,
parent policy committee and teachers

My suggestions seldom are accepted by
colleagues

I have little voice in decision
making in this school’ :

I have little hope in making. changes
in this school

Strongly Disagree

Mildly Disagree

Not Sure

Mildly Agree

Strongly Agrze

w
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47

48

49
50
51

52

IX.

¥

The director gives flequent feedback
about my work

The director takes time regularly to
provide feedback about teaching skills

Helpful suggestions are given to
teachers by the director

Teachers are given heip 1n improving

skllls they feel they need

Help is provided to a teacher in areas

she feels she needs to work on

The teachers in this Cente1 are given
help in correcting thclr wnaknesses

achers in this Center help one
another with their classroom problems

The teaching staff in this Center
provides each other with mutual
a581staqce for working on problem
areas :

Teachers are happy to share their
skills with one anothsr
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56
57

58
59

60
61

XII.

Please rank these job factors which might help to kéep 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 '

21z
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' INTO HEAD START

APPLIED MANAGEMENT SCIENCES, INC.

PHASE II '
HIGH SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE
‘1. Grantee
2. Delegate Agency
3. Alternate Program
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Program Code
R Respondent:
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. ’ (Position/Title)
6-11 .
Form Number
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" Comments {Child became ill, refused, etc.)

I 605 .
Child’s Name : Time Started
: First ~ Last ' - N
Focal Parent’s Name : Time Finished
Community/City State Date
Tester

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMENT SCALE

" This bookler was prepared by High/Scope Educational Research Foundation, Ypsilanti, Michigan
for use under Office of Child Development, HEW, Contract No. HEW-0S5-72-127.

April, 1975

234
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23

24

25

26

"07"

| WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT THE ACTIVITIES THAY

HIGH/SCOPE HOME ENVIRONMEMNT SCALE

3
-

‘-, @8

DOES FROM DAY T@ DAY SOME OF THE QUESTIONS ARE ABOU

{Child's Name)
THINGS HE (SHE)} PLAYS WITH, AND SOME ARE ABQUT THINGS THAT YOU D

L

TOGETHER. THE QUESTIONS WIL.L HELP US TO UNDERSTAND MCRE ABOUT WHAT
CONDITIONS ARE BEST FOR A YOUNG CHILD AS HE (SHE) GROWS. I

1.

HOW MANY CHILDREN S LCOKS ARE IN YOUR HOME THAT ' : .
CAN LOOK AT? {Child’s Name!}

Wogld you say:
or:.
or:

. fifteen or more : a
- several, but not fifteen T

. three or fewer
: ?
(Child's Namem
Would you say: 3 almost every day | T

or: 2  several times a week !
or: 7, not that often? ’

- U

HOW OFTEN WOULD YOU SAY SOMEONE READS STORIES TO

HOW OFTEN DO YOU AND — TALK ABOUT THE PICTURES Hg
ild’s Name) -
(SHE) MAK':S WHAT HE (SHE) DOES DURING THE DAY, HIS (HER) FRIEND

‘AND SO ON?

Would you say:
' - ors
or:

for about a half-hour or more every day 5
‘for a few minutes every day
several times a week or less? S l
HOW. OFTEN DO YOU LET _ HELP YOU WHILE YOU ARE
ild’s Name}

COOKING, CLEANING THE HOUSE, WASH!NG DISHES, OR DO!NG OTHE
HOUSEHOLD TASKS?

almost every day _ : ‘
several times a week '
not that often?

: Would.yo'u say:
' or:
or:

— N W

s

N
« ' N
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8 HOW OFTEN DO YoU TALK wiTH

5. I'M GOING TO READ A LIST OF HOU

SEHOLD TASKS THAT CHILDREN sop:
- TIMES HELP WITH. FLEASE TELL te :

WHICH OF THEM

_ HA
m
HELPED YOU WITH IN THE LasT MONTH. - (EMIds Namep
Yes - No ' o ) . y o
-1 - 0 . clean or peel food for a meal
1 G mixor bake things, like cookijes - ,
I 0 stir things while they cook, like soup, pudding, or jella
1 0 find food on shelyes at the grocery store for you .
1 0 take off the dishes after meals .
I 0 . putclean clothes into the right drawers onshelves
6. How

OFTEN DO YOU Join In THE PLAY ACTIVITIES THAT
. ISINVOLVED I, sucH as PLAY]

» (Child*s Name) v )

NG GAMES, DRAWING PiCTURES, ORSINGING?

Would :{bu ay: 3 almost every day . L
or: 2 ance a week or so . co

. o - otz 1 notthat often?

7. HOW MUCH TIME DoEs - WATCH TELEVISIGN>

‘ » {Child*s Nama)
Would you say: 3 about 2 hours a day or more
or: 7 every day byt not for two hours

Yofe 1 several times a week or Jess;

ABOUT HIS (HER) FEEL-

RS, PECPLE OR-THINGS HE
GS HE (SHE). ESPECIALLY

LA

. ~ (Child's Narne)
- INGS TOWARDS THINGS, SUCH As HIS (HER) FEA

(SHE) ESPECIALLY LIKES, OR PEOPLE OR THIN
DOESNT LiKE? ' o

- Would you say: 3 zlmost every day
, ‘or: 2 several timesa week
or: 1  not that often?

A.71



36
37
38

39

40
41
42

S ‘.4-.3-.'.

45
46
47

48

9, AM GOING TO READ TO YOU A LIST OF THINGS CHILDREN CAN PLAY wnll

;}}?QSETT: (13.;'_1 EME WHICH ONES ST HAS .A CHANCE TO PLAY
Check “yes™ aniy it iem i3 prosantly avaiiable in home. s R M'. a
_ Yes " No o
1 0 crayons.and p;per E
, 1 0 scissors ' o :
1 0 scotch tape, paste, or stapler- - - - l
1 0 jigsaw puzzles |
I -0 old picture catalogs to read and cut up, like Sears, Wards or others !
! 0 paint or magic marlkers
] 0  clay or playdoigh s
1 0 put~together" toys like tinkertoys, Leoos peuboards or boads for stging
I. 0  hammer and nails with somek\fvood SCFEDS ’ E
] 0. yam, thread, and cloth scraps far knining or sewing
1 0. make believe toys out of rmlk cartons, tin cans, or egg cartons B
1 0 plants of his (her) own in a pot or garden

10. HOW OFTEN DO YOU PLAY: “HObSE" “STORE" "DOCTOR" OR OTH!‘
MAKE-BEL IEVE SAMES WlTri

{Child’s Name) .
Would ‘/0“ say: 3. a!most every day . : T ‘
or:. ¢ saveral times 3 week . o - .
or: | not that often? , ' s

11. . NOW I'M GOING TO READ A LiST OF Trslmqs CHILDREN START TO LEARN
_ 7AS'THEY GROW TO BE SCHOOL AGE. PLEASE T&ELL ME WHICH OF TH? :
YOU HAVE TRIED TO TEACH ' - IN THE PAST AONTH '

. {Chilg® s Narnej
it m'v is “already knows " probe for “in me past month.” lf someona olher than focal parent taugnt chitd, ,gou i

Already Knows Yes No - ' , ) PR

—

nursery rhymes, prayers, or songs

" colors o ‘
shapes such as circles, squares, or tnangles

to write his {her) name

O O O O O

to remember his (her) address and telephone number
to count tbmgs )

/

to mcogmze ‘numbers i m books
i_ee

to say the ‘abe’s

. t0 recogmze ie't°rs in books

10 read words on signs or i books

. .
— —t L . T YR POy P Y
N ' o .
-— :N * —y [—y -— -— -— -— -y -—
‘e

ideas like “big-little”, “up.down", “before-after”, and's

-
&

LY

LY

Be sure to record time finished

o Neemeaé

3
BN

| - ?-,ﬂ-
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PARENT'S INTERVIEW SCHEDULE - PART I

AT 5



21-.2 = "Q1": 1.
23
24-25
2.
26
3.
27
4.
e
28
29-30
31-32
33-34
\‘1

- ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Do vyou have any other children? (Circle response given)

(2)
(1)

L9 Eow many? [::[:] (enter number)

Do any of these other chxldren have handxcaps or special 1earn1ng problens?

PARENT'S

no

yes

(Circle response given)

(2)
(1)

no

yes .

Is this child: (circle omne)

1 First Born 3
2 Last Born 4
Does

your child recelve any specxal services other than those provided by

INTERVIEW SCHEDULE - PART I

-

‘

Only Child
Other

(name of program)

@)
(1)

L

no
yes

what kind of services?

(Interviewer: Record verbatlm

- 2 Answers will be coded at & later dat

o s

’
i
"

A74 L ,



35

37,
40
41,
42,
43

44
45,

48 -

49

50

38~39

46-47

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Was your ‘child ever enrolled in another program similar to the one s/he is
cur*ently enrolled in?

2 no
—1 yes
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

> Sa, What kind of progr;m was it?

Home-based, Head Start

Home-baséd, Othgr’

Infant stimulécionhprogram

Easter Seal freatmenc Center

Association for Retardéd Children fcenter-based)
BEH First Chance proJeCt

Public School Preschool (cen:er based)

‘Other, specify : -

b—;—QSb. How many Years was Your child enrolled? (Total time in a}l

“previous programs)

1
2

’a

4

less than 1 year
1 year -
2 years

3 years Or more€

; A S
Do you participate in activities sponsored by yi>; child's program?

2 no
—1 vyes
y6a. How often are you invoived?
1 1-3 hours a month
2 . 2-3 hours ‘a week.
.3 4 or more hours.a Qeek
s éb. What kinds of actiVities are vou involved in? (Check-all that apply)

provide transportatlon for my child or Other children

train or counsel other Parents. (i.e., a parent trained ln a sk111
shares that skill wjith other.parents) )

involved in outreach and recruitment of other handicapped children
involved in deV¢10ping a community resource file : ' .

helped develop goals for social services and parent involvement

) act1v1t1es

function as a coucact between Wy child's program and other ‘service
agency(ies)-

concrxbuced by maklng or donnclng materials for the classroom

N

nvolved in functions with parents of other normal Head Start
chlldren (social fupections, class functions, etc.)

other (specifyj . . .
other (specify)




7. How often do you tiik to vour child's teacher or the.program director
atout your child? (Interviewer: Code response below)
’ 1 at least weekly
61 : ’ 2 2-3 times a month N
53 monthly )
4 several times a year
5 rarely or never
8. How important do vou think it is for vour child to be in a special program
designed to meet his/her special needs? (Interviewer: Mage certain the
respondent understands the intent of this question) e
1" Very important:
62 2 Somewhat important
535 [ 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?
63 ~2 no
uyes -
. 8a. What.program do you think would be best?
. 64-65 o e (Interviewer: Write’
) g - . B in verbatim)
66-67
S o . ~
10. Do you think your child will benefit from the 'program he/she is in this
vear? ‘(Interviewer: Benerit may be defined 1n terms of increased
L iearning, better social-skiils, and/or enhanced self-help skills)
i I don't know
58 _ 5 no
’ L 2 yes, but only a little
1 vyes, he/she will benéfit greéc;y
11.  -Where do yon expect your child to be enrolled in school next year?
1 .12blic school
70 | * 2. Head Start
71, 72;-73 . '35 Private school (specify)
.74, 75-76 : 4 Other (specify)
77 5 No program

ERIC . e

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



8 | | :

- rn 12} . .
El'zz - 02 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 anysne. You do not
have to answer any of these questions, but it would help us in the study if you
E would answer them. Thank you.

12.  What is the highest level of education you have completed? (Interviewer:
. Code response below) »
'E“"“*‘“"“"" ‘ 1 less than high school
| 23 . 2 high school graduate
E 3 some colllege, but Ot a 4-year degree
| | 4 college graduate -

postgraduate study/degree

w

1l2a. Your spouse?

i 24 . ' l:] (Intervie‘fler: Enter code from #12)
f5-26 13. What is your occupation?

- (Interviewer: Record verbatim)
87-28 ' : 13a.  What do you do in your job?

(Interviewer: Record verbatim)

iQ-SO “14. What is your spouse's occupation?
’ oo - ’ ',(Interviewer: . Record verbatim)
&1_32 - 14a. What does your spouse do in his/ﬁf,er job?

i | __ (Interviewer: Record verbatim)
! : . 15. Here is a card showing income groups (Intervieiver: Hand card to parent) .
. ) Tell me the number of the group which represents your family's total
i : annual income, before taxes, .

1 Under $5,000

-
[¥3]
"~

$3,000 - $10,000

3 $10,000 - $15,000

4 Over $15,000

Q Y W 4

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

40

41

42

PARENT'S INTERVIEW SCHEDULE -
(For Mainscreaming Classes

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

I think other c¢hildren don't like to be in
the same class with handicapped children.

-{ think my child gets along better at

home since she/he has been in school
with children who don't have handicaps.

I think it's best for handicapped children
to berin a classroom wWith children who
don't have handicaps.

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

I think that handicapped children in
classes with other children get along
batter with other people.

‘Handicapped children are more like

other ¢hiidren than different.’

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

{ think children without handicaps are
less likelv to make fun of handicapped

children if they're in the same class
together. .

- 243

A.78

PART II
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Yes
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(7]}

Can't Savy

™~

[V

[

[

(#1]

[y

P

-G X a8 e =

. L2
mm o

R W 22



SHAEFER PARENT INVENTORY I

244
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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
: poiicies and practices.

2. I am eager to have the teacher's
ideas apcout how I can work with
my child.

3. Parents cannot do much to change
what happens in my chiid’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 meaningfuyl
effect on the cernter.

6. I want the teacher to help me
G do a better job of teaching
my child at home.

[
(5]
~
7] Q - [*2
[+ Q ©
72} ~ ~
iy o (3] =%}
fan © . o <
o~ : o >
e 8 VRS-
0o = 0o
= > 77] N =1
Q - - Q
-~ o Fe} o] ~
4+ o o ) Fu)
2 = = = 2

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 5

2 3 4 S

w
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(educational beliefs) o o 5 ™. o
‘ . =N —~ n ~ =
) © o o
S —~ 2 4 &
49 ~ [} = e
[75] o = -, w
1. The most important thing to teach
children is absclute obedience to parents 1 2 3 4___S_.
2. -Ai%hoqéh adults may have difficulty
. .ms. » accepting them,; all children are - .
f“” "~ basically good at heart 1 2 3 4 5
3. Teachers should show the sSame amount of . ,
affection to all.the children : 1 2 3 4 5
4.  The most important thing to teach
. children is absolute obedience to who-
-ever is in authority 1 2 3 4 5
5-;’ A child learns best by doing things him-
¢ self rather than listening to others 1 2 3 4 5
6. - One of the worst Fhings about taking
care of children is that 4 woman feels .
that she can't get out 1 2 3 4 5
-7+ “Children should always obey their parents 1 2 3 4 5
5. A&} children are.good by nature - 1 2 3 4___s
" 9. Teachers should give all children an ,
equal amount of praise . 1 2 3 4 5
»%df ~ Children should always obey the teacher 1 2 3 4__- S__

11-A ~Basically, a child learns by exploring
the world around him :

’

- 12. . Most mothers are bothered more by, the _
feeling of being shut,uplin the home . .
than by anything else :

"

15. ,Children ‘'should not question the’ o
5 authority of their parents - | .1 2 3 4 5

14.  Children are born good; it is society
that turns some children jnto trouble-
makers . . :

oy
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; -
{
X
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-1 Lumber & wnod srod. exg. tudn. :
X(2U6) Lagsits -
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i devices 17| 3 s e - 08 05
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: mant and sunolice 14 ] b3 31 & -05 18 -02
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(Tf NA uhi{ch belcow) J 1 3 1 & I Lo (o] 7
Z(267) }LJ Motor venicles 4 motor ;
{ vehicle eguipment 13 1 [ ¥ & .C6 03 -27
X(268) [ Alreraft and pacts 1S ; 3 sl & Gt 06 3
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