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INTRODUCT I ON

~ Project Developmental Continuity (PDC) was Segun in 1974 by the
Administration for Chiidren; Youth éﬁa,Eéﬁlllgs (ACYF) as”the first large-

fsca]e demonstration of coordznated programming between Head Start centers
~and publxc sahoo]s in 15 communiities throughout the country allocated by
“HEW regions and the Indian and Migrant Program Division: It is hoped

that the single most important effect of this undertaking will be to
enhance the sociai competence,of,the,chuldren served--that is, to increase
their everyday effectiveness in dealing with their environment (3t School,
at home; in the community, and in society). PDC also aims to brihg about

broader and more intensive involvement of parents and teachers in the

governance of school affairs.

- As part of the overal] Head Start lmprovement and innovation effort,
PDC emphas:zes tha |nvolvement of administrators, classroom staff, and
parents in formulating educatlonal goals and deve]oplng 3 comprehensive
curriculum. The obJect is to ensure that children receive continuous
individualized attention as they progress from Head Start through_the early

prlmary grades. If the program is unsuccessful; exnstlng discontinuities

between Head Start and elementary school experiences will Fe reduced by

PDC mechanisms that encourage communication and mutual decision-making

among. preschoo] ard elementary school teachers administrators; and parents:
_ School 6rgahi25tiohs,at the 15 sites received funding tn design and
implement Seven prescribed components:

— e — e« - o e e e - .-

e Administration: administrative coordination between and within
Head Start and elementary school;

e Education: coordination of caurricalum approaches and educational
gcéls;
e Training: preservice and inservice teacher, staff and parent

training in program-related areas;

e Developmental support services: comprehensive services (medical;

nutritional, and social) te children and famulles-

® ?areht involvement parent partICIpatlon in pollcyimaglng, home-
school activities, and classroom visits or volunteering;
e Services for the handicapped: services for handicapped children -
* :

St
and children W|trjearn.ng disabiliti é$;

e Bilinywal/bicultural and mu]tlcultural education: programs for .
bilingual/bicultural or malticultural children.




At the same time that projects were instituted, the High/Scope Educational

Recea.ch FoUndation was awarded the evaluation contract; the mzjor purpose
of which was to provide ACYF with information that would assist tL in its
efforts,to design effectivé projrams for ch!ldren The cortract called for
the collection and analysis of process and impact data involving both
quantitative and qualitative methocnlogies.

The evaluation has proceeded in two phases. From 197k to 1578 evaluation

activities were aimed at analyzung program rmplementetlon and asseSSIng the

fea5|b|]|ty of dolng a flve year longitudrnal study that would follow one

cohort of children from the time they ertered Head Start until they completed
thlrd_grade.1 After juaging tie study feasible, ACYF funded the current
phase of the evaluation (1979~ 1982) to examine the impact of PDC on partici-
pating institutions, teachers and classrooms, parents and children in

eleven of the twelve sites still participating in the project.

This report, Impact on Teachers, is the fourth of a series reporting

impact findings as of spring of the test=coho:tcchiidrencscfixstcgradeeyear

{1979). Other volumnies in the series include:

o Volume |, Assessment of Program Impact Through First Grade: The
Context, Conceptual Approach and Methods of the PDC Evaluation.
Serves as an .ntroductIOn, providing a detailed description of

the PDC program and the purpose; methods and guiding framework
of the impact evaluation:

Volume il, Impact on Institutions. Describes findings dealing
specnfucally with PDC's impact on the |nstltut|onal pollcies

and procedures of participating Head Start centers and elementary
>chools These flndlngs are presented in the context of the

e Volume 11, Impact on Parents: Investigates thcilmDaCt of PDC

o the parents of children in the eveluation cohort and; in a

preliminary fashion, the relationship between fzmily characteris-
tics and outcome variables.
Volume V, Impact on Children. Presents the findings of analyses

of PDC's impact on the PDC evaluation's cohort of children as of

the end of grade 1. jﬁeyo]g’@ée@é contains some preliminary.

examlnatlons of the relationship between variables in the teacher;
parent and child domains.

- : 5

1The results of this phase of the evaluation are described™in: Love; Granville
and Smith; 1978, and; Smith, Love, Morris, Spencer_ Ispa and Rosario, 1977:



Volume V!, Summary of Impact on lnstitutions, Teachers and
Ciassrooms, Parents and Children. Summarizes the evaluation
results for 1979, when the cohort of chHildren being Studied in
the evaluation had completed grade 1. Results are presented for
each of the four major areas: institutional policies and proce-

dures; teacher attitudes and behaviors in the classroom ahd with

parents, parent attitudes and behaviors in relation to their

child's schoo] and the achievement of chiidren: In addition,

the volume summarizes the.initial analyses of inter-relationships
between the four major areas, such as the relationship between
teacher attitudes and parent behaviors concerning involvement wnth
their child's school.

Th|s vo]ume reports on the |mpact of the PDC program on teachers

abbéhaiéé;’ The appendices are: Appendix A: Spring 1979 Measures: Teacher

lnterview; Appendlx B Sprlng 1979 Measures: The €lassroom Observation

Syster; Apperdix C: Descriptive Summaries for ltems of the Sprlng 1979 o
Teacher Interview; Appendix D: Descriptive Summaries for Items of the Spring
1979 Classroom Observation System--Global Ratings; and Appendix E: Formation
of” CompOSIte Varnables ln the Sbrihg 1979 Teacher Intervuew This chapter

PDC processes and efFects on teachers: This framework has made it:possible

for us to begin to 'model' the concept of Project Developmental Continuity

as we!l as the kind and direction of fhange necessary for its institutionali-

z25tion. It is preserited as two different ''models'': & conceptual model
that describes ideally the._ |ntended effects of PDC, and an anakxt+c4modeL

. that describes operationally the change flow expected and required to bring

about the intended effects. Chapter |l also describes -the teacher behaviors

and attitodes that are being tapped; and how they fit into the conceptual

and analytic models:

thus magn:tude and complex:ty are dlscussed in Ehapter 111 under the general

tltle oF QHethods " Th:s us f0110wed by Chapter .v wh:ch presents the

for the future

[ 'y
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A FRAMEWORK FOR STUDY!NG PDC PROCESSES AND EFFECTS ON TEACHERS

The evaluation has been largely shaped by a particular conception,

derived from the POC guidelines, of the intended effects of PDU and the

sequence of changes expected and required to bring about those effects.

Before describing the design and methodolcgy cf the evaloation, we will

in this section attempt to make thlS conceptua! framework mcre eXp]tClt.
Th}i,dlgcq5519n has three parts. _In the first two, we present a general
model of the intended effects of PDC, élbhg with a consideration of the

PDC ''treatment'' and how, .as described in the guudelines it _was intended

to produce the desired effects: In the third part we describe the process:

that was used to move from the bas.c framework to the specification of

partlcular var:ables and appropriate data collection instruments for this
- phase of the evaluation.

Some Orienting Assumptions: The Concent of Developmental Continuity

. The basuc aSSmetlon uncer]ylng the PDC program and Corsequentxy this
evaluation is that the condition of deve]opmenta] contnnuvty implies a
complex interaction involving an array of factors, both within and octside
the school: As a result of this assumption; PDC was desaned to be a

comprehenssve intervention into many aspects of the schooi, home .and

community. However, although the |mp]|catvons of this bas:c assumptnon

pervade the program, the PDC gUldEi-nes never fully explicate this assumption.

In order to desven 2n avaluation that is sensitive to the particular
goals of the PDC program it was necessary. to dlstnll from the guidelires

the concept of q§g§lopmental continuity that apoears to have shaped program
guidelines: Figure 1 summarizes the results of this exercise. We must

emphasize that this zonceptuzlization is not at present a theory to be

tested by the data. Rather; it represents an orienting framework that has

provided a basis fcr ﬁeneratnng an analytlc model; oct of which have come

. research questions, variables, and lats coilection methodolog‘es We have

gs¢ - this orienting framewcrk to cuide the anaiysis and reporting cf evalua-
tion data:

~ Simply stated; 7§§e c0ﬂc=pt|on of déVé]bbméhtai ccﬁtiﬁui:y implicit

in PDC suagests an .intsracticra! model that appears to include: {a) a
ch:ld' :ntellectual social, and phys;ca] development and background

and experiences in home and school; (b) the attitudes; knowledge and back~-

ground characteristics of parerits and teachers \c) the pol|C|es and proce-
dures that prevail in the public school cr Head StarL center; znd,; {d) the

broader polltucal social and economic context of the school district and
commanity-

"h‘\
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_ Flgure t R
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- Ve Eill retum Iatnr to consxderaticﬁ cf how each of the classes of
factors in Figure 1 was defined operationally for this evaluation, and
of what variables were measured in each domain. For the moment, however,
the following general definitions will suffice: :
@ Child develooment outcomes: Tﬁese, of course, are the ultimate
. concern O ine PLL progcram. The statea goal of PDC is to enhance
children's ''social competsncy." According to the guidelines,

social competence includes |n*e11ectda] achievement; nealth and
putrition, social-emotional and language development; physical

and menta! health; and learnung attitudes:

Parent behaviors. This domain includes parent behaviors
toward the cnild in the home, and the role that the parent
plays in school life.

domain zre sarent 3
and parent knowledge
resources.

Teacher behaviors and classroom activities. This domain refers to

the child's experiences in tne classrocm and to the role. of the

teacher in these experiences. It :includes the pny51ca] environment

that the teacher creates for the child in the classroom, the
lns;rucglonal approach tnat the teacnar emplovs, the management
style of the -t2acher in his/her dealings with the class, and the

general climate that the teacher establishes in the classroom Tor
the children:

Teacher at:ituqes. A broad and often-noted domain in the program
guidelines; tnis category refers to teachers' instructional practices
and their perceptions of, and attitudes toward parents, particularly
parent involvement in their classrooms,; and their personal ececat:onal
philosophy. .

® lInstituticnal scliciss arc orocesures: This domain includes the
activities ang procacures tnat are round outside the classroom,
but Which influehce what goes bﬁ in the classroon Such po!nc:es

or outsnde the c]assroom, pat;erns of communication and coordxﬂa—

tion in the school and between the schoo] and otﬁer xnst:tutnon

staff.
™ £gmmun1ty snd e*ucatlonal context. No sCHddl or family exists

in a vacuoun. Tae prc ram cuiceiines recocgnize that evervthing: that
occurs in either setting is shaped and on occasion cocnstrained by
cultural, pokitical, and economic factors in the community, and by
priorities, Jolicies, and programs of the schoo! district: Arother
important feature of the community context is the services .or
families and children that are available from agencies outside the
school: : L

e 7 17
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Child and family background. Although riot generally susceptible
to change by scn-ol programs; the background of the child and his

~or her family are recognized in the guidelines to be important

determinants of development. This domain includes such factors

as ethnlclty, SES, parents' educatlon and employment status,

.language spoken in the home, and prior preschool experierce.

Teacher background characteristics. The guidelines say iittié

but they and the literature do suggest that such factors are

nmportant influences on the teachers' behavior and u]tlmate]y )
on child development. The guidelines refer specifically to certain
-experiences that at least some program teachers should have had,

development; the literature also 5uggests that ethnxcnty, number
of years of teaching experuence, and experience in special projects

also influence teachers' professional behavior.

The PDC gu;de]unes do rnot discuss the precise interactions that are

assumed to exist among the_e various factors. Consequently, Figure 1
portrays only a cycle of continuous inteéractions that is driven by _
incremental changes acting on each other in a positive way. One obJectnve

of this evezluation will be toc explore and describe the strength and direction

. of relationships between variabies wnthln each domain:

However the gurdellnes are quite clear in SpeCIfylng an order in
which changes occur to produce impacts on eloments of the interactive cycle
represented in Figure ] Any program that seeks to create developmental
continuity must first .impact on institutions, and through them on parents

and teachers, before it impacts on children. Figure 2 presents an analytic

model,that describes the dlrectnOn of this change flow.

As shown, PDC is expected to produce first certzin interactive
condntnons favorable to the institutionalization of developmental continuity,
which are then expected to lead to changes |n7ch|]d,development outcomes. .
The operational strategy for producing these favorable conditions is to

bring about the- institutional or structural changes that then make it g

poss:b]e For institutional actors (adm:nnstrators teachers and parents)

to engage in educational p tices that are mutually reinforcing and.
‘developmentally continuous: At first, it is expected that the change flow
will be moderated by the cominuni ty and educatlonal coritext as well as
teacher child and family background characterrstlcs. But ideally, of
course; the expectation is to create a chain of interactive changes that
spread over time to eventually produce thke kind of developmental cycle
illustrated in Figure 1. In a sense; then; the analytic model of Figure.2

represents an early stage in the PDC |mp]ementat|on process,; and the .

ultimate steady state is represented by Flgure 1.

(o} ok
e o)




Figure 2

The Change Flow Assumed in PDC
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What Is the PBE Treatment?

Ve have noted that the ultimate goal for the PDC srogram i5 to
enhance tne Social competence of the children it serves Sy providing

developmental conzinuity. Some of the assumptions impiicit in the guide-
Tines about the interactive factors invcived in this process have alreacy

been examined. nhe guestion we must ask next is exact}v hHow the PDC
project was lntended to_impact upon the factors that the guidelines
assume will be Sresent in developmental continuity. In other words; what
is the PDC treatment?

Agsin, the program guidelines offer the best starting point for

answering this question: In the xnrrbductxon to these guidelines the
following statement appears:

"Project Developmental Continuity is ai'méa at 'p"rc'frbtiﬁ'g'

-deveiopment services ror chlldren as Lhev make the tran-

sition from preschool to school...Developmental Continuity,
4s it is used here, can pe defined as plannec crocrams.
structures, svs:tams, ur srocedures ov wnicnh aduits provice
chiidren wWitn 2xpz-ienc2s znat foster and su-cCort COntinuous

develooment.'' {(emonasis agaec)

llke but unsgeac out!ine a set of :laﬁned orocrarsf structures,; sys;émsf

or procedures that; if implemented; will result in the deSIred continaity.

These structures, then; are the basic PDC treatment that should be present
at all sites; within this general framework each site is free to develop

its own prograrni.

Table 1 contains brief desc.xptnons of the structures or programs

prescribed in the guideiinmes for project sites. Tnese srescriptions outl-
line a setr of activities tor all PDC procrams ‘to xmplenent. Follownng 7
the earlier model, these guidelines are aimed at the classrocm, at parerts,

and at the school or center as an institution.

Identlfvnnc an Evaluetuongﬂethodolcax

. Having specified the PDC treatment as descrnbed in the guidelines,
the next step was to devolon an evaluation des|gn thatl was appropriate

to the goals of the PDC progran. Although this process also began with

the program au:de]unes it was necessarily shaped by other considerations

v
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Table 1

The PDC Treatment as Déscrnbed in tﬁé Guidelines

‘*2:*urva, Sysems o = Swocesimes
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At the !nstitutional Level

Formalized broad representation in decision-making groups including

1.
parents; staff {Head Start and elementary); community representatives
involved in education, health, nutfition, and social services.

2. Procedures for Ongcnng discussion and refinement of the curriculum
that include parents; teachers; aides,; etc.

3. Establishment of a formal or informal internal assessment system for
monitoring the school's progress toward meeting its goals and objecthes-

o :

1. Assign resconsibility for education, Handucapped bilingual, etc. to

: specific i-lividuals at Head Start and elemeritary levels.

2. Provisions for coordination from Head Start through grade 3 of services
to meet the educational and social needs of handicapped and bilingusl

 children. _

3. A coordinated parent invoivement program from Head Start through grade 3:

Training

I- Provide training or decisicn making and ﬁéllcy making for members of
decision-making croaps:

2. Provide training on the goa]s and ooJectaVés of both the Head Start
and elementary programs:

3. Provide training to mexe staff and volunteers sensitive to special
needs of harcicagcecd children. ‘

h. Provide training for parents in how to work with teaching and adminis-
trative staff. '

5. Provide tréiﬁiﬁg for classroom volunteers.

6. Provide training for parents in how to work with their own chuldren.

7- Provide training for parents in child growth and development.




~ Table 1
{continued)

fi&iiiﬁa,(cor tinued)

8. Provide training for parents in available community resources.
9. Provide training for teaching staff in meeting the needs of bilingual
children:

10. Provide training for teaching staff in the principles of first aid,

health, and safety practlces

Commmnication cnd Coordinazion

1. Communication between decision-making bodies and Head Start and
elementary school parzants.

2. Fkegularly scheduled communication and coordination between Head Start
and elementary teaching staff.

3. Continuity of record-keeping, Head Start through grade 3.

Proviston cf Services

1. Provision of a broad range of medical; dental, mental health; and
Autrition services: :

dpon en ro} iment:

i Pi’dVigi'dh of an ihtéfpfété? when needed.’

At the tevel of Classroom Activities

1. DéVéiéb or adopt a compatible, coordinated curriculum from Head Start -
through third grade.

2. Have 5 curriculum that facilitates the learning of basic educational
skills for reading. writing, and computation. \ .

3. Have 5 curriculum that provides continuity of educational and develop-
mental experxences, Head Start through grade 3.

b, Develop a currlculum plan that includes goals and ObJeCtlveS statements
in each subject or developmental area:

22



Table 1

1. Curriculum must be developmentally appropriate.

3. Instruction must be individualized.

3 §§V§]§§7;Waiagﬁ6§t§c and evaluative system that enabies teacher

to pinpoint deveiopmental levels of edch child based on the child's
diagnosed strengths and weaknesses.

L. Former teachers consulted when planning educational objectives.

Perspectives

1. Provide bilingual/multicultural classroom activities, materials and
resource persons for all children:

2. Develop a compatible Head Start-eiementary school approach regarding

bilingual ecucation:

Classwoom Services for Handicapped Children

1. Handicapped children mainstreamed to the maximum extent possible.
2. Early diagnosis «nd evaluation of children with learning disabilities.
3. Special materials, structural changes; or classroom reorganization

provided as appropriate for accommodating handicapped children.

Whole-Child Perspeative

1. Have a curriculun that encourages the physical and social-emotional
growth of children.

2. Health edycation and nutrition integrated with other educational
objectives and activities.

N

Familiarize children with health services they will receive prior to
delivery.

Use of Commnity Resources

1. éiiihgdéi/aaifiéalthai resolrce persons used in the classroom.
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 Tabla 1
(continued)

3

Bome=5c2501 Commorioztisn

1. Eéfé§§§7359619é8 in ﬁiéﬁﬁiﬁ§'éaﬁééfiéﬁéi objectives for their
children:

2. Parents given summary of records on health; medical services and
immunization. _

3. Parents familiarized with available heaith services.

Parent Tnvcivement in Sencoi ILife
. .

1. Parents involved in all decision-making bodies.
2. Parents involved in all school decisicns:

3. Activities provided for parents that relate to cultural dynamics.

k_ Parents used as resource persons in the classroom.

5. Parents involved in classroom activities, special parent events,

I's

1. Parents encouraged to become involved in health care process.

Sl
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as well. First, PDC is not a static program, launched and maintained by

an immutable set of guidelines:. Local programs through their experiences

and interactions wnth natsona] AuYf starf Have created altered perceptions

of what PDC is and should be. These a]tered perceptions had to be sccom-

modated in-the evaluation design. . Second, the PDC evaluation itself exists
witnin a broader research and policy environment. New issues and questions

are emerg|ng regblar]y that could appropriately be addressed in the PODC

evaluation WlthOUt compromnScﬁg the basic evaluation objectives. Conse-

quently, certain research guestions and variables have been added to the
Study in resporise to ACYF lnFormatlon reeds that arz.not necessar:]y unique
or even directly tied to the/PDC treatment as defired in the guidelines:

Flna!]y, there are many addiences for the PDC’ evaiuatxOn, each with its

own information needs. These audiences include policy makers in Washington,
the research and e"a]gathq community; and of course practitioners in the
field. lInsofar as possible; the needs of these audiences have been accom-

modated wuthnn the evaluation design:

~ Before outlining the research questions and associated va iables
. for the evaluation; a few words are in order about the process that was

used to develop the study The RFP for the second phase of the evaluation

specified that the contractor wWas to examine the impacts of the FDC

program on ch:ldren, on parents on teachers; and on the schools and

ceriters as institutions. The RFP also spec:fxed that these impacts were

to be assessed using a variety of structured and unstructured methodolognes;
from classroom observations to interviews and document analysis:

Early in the cont*act severa] repreSentatnves from the var:ous

, pro h/Scope's Ypsilanti, -
’ Michigan headquarters to 'brainstorm' zbout the PDC treatments and the

constituencies of the PDE program were invited to Hig

impacts that coulid p]aus:bly be expected in each xmpact domain: This

panel included a coordinator from the PDC prOJect in WEst Vlrg;nua’ ai
technical assistance consultant familiar with several sites, and a former
ACYF project officer familiar with ACYF's pol:c:es- The panel met wizh
High/Scope staff for three days and produced a long list of (3) plausible

impacts and (b) variables that might be nea5ured to assess these impacts. -

) erhed, ref:ned and rev:sed by pro;ect staf‘ and presented to ‘the PDC

Advisory Panel in October 1978. Breaking into work groups that concentrated
on each |mpact domain; panel. members worked w:th prOject staff to ‘urther

might be as<essed in each area. This reflnec l1ist’ became _the basis for

ail xnstrument developwent. Further modifications and refinements have

been made to th:s bastc ]nst as new |nformatxon needs have been adenti.n d
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This phase of the PDC evaluation is desigried to address three basic

questions:

1:  What Lrvact nas tre FDC program nad on (c) chiidren's

dévetorvart, (5) parents' wwul eaae and a‘t1.¢aes, (e)

parents' bencvicrs, {4d) tecchers' citiitules andi knowledse,
Te) teachers’ benavior and elgssroom actii ities; and (F
institutional potieies and procea¢res7

2. Irrespective of ‘ﬁéd*@;ﬁtﬁf@ﬁ@%ifﬁéféig7@@7?&%Eéfﬁéwé?

factors reip account jor meaningiful outcomes in ezch

domain?

3. " To what e*tert do these factors af. Fect the relationship
between tihe PDC program and 1is zmpaces?

Stated differently, the first task of the POC evalustion is to

mine PDC program effects through comparisons of PDC and comparison

parents, and chxldren on se]ected varxables.r For examp e, the freq

usihg whatever qua]xtat:ve and quantltatxve tnformatlon is available.

For example; at sites where there are relatively Few or no differen

_deter-_

teachers,
uen-y

ces

between PDC and comparison parents' involvement in tke school, we may find

that the comparison schools have instituted a parent involvement program

pattetned after PDC's. It mighc be reasonable to conclude from thi
contrary to appearances, PDC has Jndeed had an impact upon parent i

-in the schools in question; and that impact has ditrfused to the com

institutions.

s that,
nvoivement
pariscn

comparu%éﬁ gEEst along various dimensions, the final task for the evaluation

is to examine the relationships among child, parent, teacher, insti
and community variables, disregarding the PDC/comparlson grouping.
the preceding example, we might discover that schools with active a

successful parent involvement programs; be they PDC or comparison;.

to have similar institutional policies or procedures {such as regular

tutlonal
Extendlng

nd

tend

news]etters parent trannnnc programsf and des:gnated parentrunv01vewent

While flnd!ngs such as these nay not reflect dlrect]y on the effecti

of the PDC treatment, they would be of obv10us interest to educator

iveness
and

policy makers wishing to expand the role of parents in school programs.
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ConStructsmﬁdd:essed4527tbefEialuation

As we have said, a pervadxng concern in the des.en of this evaluation
has been ensuring that the domains and var:ab!es measured are indeed
relevant and appropriate to the obJectlves of the PDC program. The

been described. Foilowung thns process a set of constructs was |dent|f|ed
in each impact donaln for attentlon by the evaluation. . These constructs
are listed in Table 2.

-

For the most part, these constructs follow the conceptuallzatzon of

by ACYF and pro;ect staffs {see Table 2) lhus, the constructs described

in the table gene rally represent the areas in which PDC was suoposed

to have impacts, and areas in which the nature and d|rect|on of PDC/comparison
dufferences could be predlcted. There are some exceptions to thrs geniersl
rule, however. Most exceptions are found in the domain of Teacher Behaviors
and Classroom Activities, where several constructs--Structure and Content

of Classroom-Environment, €lassroom €limate; Intellectual Stimulation;

Classroom Hanagement, and Instructional Approach-wern -added despite the

fact that the guidelines are virtually ss]ent about the specific impacts .
that PDC shoulc Have in these areds.: They were included in the evaluation
because other research has indicated that behaviors in each may contribute
5i§n'ficant19 to child déVEIopﬁent 6Utcomé§.7 Although féW hypotheses

they were nonetheless included because of their potent:al utsllty in

answering Research Questions 2 and 3.

Véi’iébiég éi"id Data Sources

For each construct in every domain an array of variables was’ identified

through consultation with ACYF, local project staff, and outside experts,

following the procedures outlined ear]uer. For each varnab]e decisions

were made about the best sources of information and data co]]ectlon metho-

dology. Wherever possible an attempt.was made to “trnangu]ate” on the

desired information by collecting data on the same phenomenon in mu]tupie

ways from dxfferent sources: Table 3 lists the data collection instruments

and methods deve]oped for the evaluatlon, more extensive descriptions of
the instruments can be found in this volume as well as in Volumes Il III

and V of the series.. The appendlces to thns voldme contain a list of the

variables addressed by the evalustion, the sources for information on

each variable; and the hypothésized directions of treatment effects



Table 2

Domains and Constructs Addressed by the PDC Evaluation

| Child Levelormer= Cutccmes |

Learning attitudes

e Acaderic skills and abilities .
e Health and nutrition status e Classroom behavior
e Social-emotional development '
e Role of BéFéEEE in school e PéFéﬁgféﬁild activities
1ife in the home -
[Parents' Xrowiecoe and Attitudes |
e Parents' attitudes toward e Parents' perceptions of the
~the school as an insti- ‘schools' help in meeting
tution the needs of their families
- iCrs. ard Gchsroom dczivizes |
™ §t[ggggfg §gd E?TE?QE of e Instructional approach -
classroom environment e Classrosm management
® Delnvery of special services ) lgilglqgallzatIOn of
to children lnStrU&-tlon 7777777777777
e Classroom clnmate e Use of community resources
e Meeting needs of hand:- . @ Meeting affective/emotional
capped children needs
§ [ggg]]ggggal stxmulafxon e Multicultural perspectlve
e Home- school continuity -

.. [Feachers' Atzizudes ]

e Attltudes toward parental ° 6§gg§gdg§7gggard the
involverent : school/center
® Perceptions of change
[ Fnstitutional Policies cnd Frocedurés |
e Planning and decision making e Communication and coor-
e Provision of services dination
® Use of community resources e Training
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Table 3

Data Collection Methodologies®

t Ouicormes |

Abbre-
viation

|

Peabody Individual Achieve- " Individually administered PIAT
ment Test published test

McCarthy Scales of Children's  Individually administered MSCA

Abilities ., published test -

Bilingual Syntax Measure . Individually administered BSM
published test

PfgSthbai Interpersonal Individually administered PIPS
Problem Solving Test published test :

- Child interview Semistructured interview . !

followed by interviewer -t
ratings A

Child Rating Scale , Teacher ratings of individual CRS
children :

Pupil Observation Checklist Tester ratings of child's POCL
behavior during test '
administration

[Parenss ' Atiitudes; frowiédge; ana Zenaviors |

Parent Interview Striuctured interview with | - Pl
parents of children in test -

cohort

*See Appendix A for complete descriptions of instruments.

(continued)



 Table 3
{cont inued)

2o ! Aemed A& e X N Y- M, A = |
| Teceriers ' Azzizudzs, incwiadce, oni 5enavicrs |

Instrument : Iiéé - viation
Teacher Interview Structured interview TI
Classroom Environment : ~ Checklist and rating form CED
Observation -

Classroom Activities Record Time-sampling observation and : EAR

rating form -

Focused Observations Semistrictiured observations FO
and rating form

| Institutional Policies and Procelures |

— Al

Administrator Interview —— — Structured- interview

Case Studies Documents prepared by Pacific -
Consultants for ACYF in
1978-79

Site Visits One-week visits by High/Scope -~
staff

Site Records _ Minutes, training records, etc. ==
kept by local project staff
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How Teacher Behaviors and Attitudes Fit Into
the Conceptual and Analytic Models

This section describes how teachers' classroom behaviors and attitudes

fit into the conceptual and analytic models. First we will briefly review

the speclflc teacher behavnors, classroom activities; and attitudes and

background characteristics of interest in the PDC evaluation: We will

then discuss_the relatlonshlp between these domains in terms of our concep-
tual and analyt:c models.

 Those teacher behaviors and classroom activities of interest to the
pDC eva]uation are those thought to be involved in constructing a_develop-

mentallv c0nt|nuous educatnonal eXperlence for the chuld |n the c]assroom.

* involvement of the parents and community members in the classroom.

We used the Classroom Observatlon System to directly assess the
structure and content. of the classrocm, Such as provisions for the handicapped
and presence of learning centers.' The Classroom ObServatronisystem also

taps the teacher's instructional approach, in terms of individualization,

home, and community involvement, degree of intellectual stimulation, use 'of

multlcultural materlals sans:tIV|ty to affective needs; classroom management
techniques, and classroom climate.

In addition to prov1d|ng a second source of information about the instruc-
tional approach, the Teacher Interview elicited teacher attitudes toward
parent involvement; amount of contacts with other teachers, use of community
resources, and involvement with parents in the classroom. (For a detailed

outline of specific teacher constructs, refer to Table 2. The Classroom

Observation System snd the Teacher Interview can be found in Appendices
A and B.)

Teacher background characteristics which might potentially influence
program impacts were also documented by the Teacher Interview. They o
include: amount of training in child development theory, number of years
teaching, number of years in the current school, ethnicity, and experience

in special innovative programs:

Conceptual]y, teacher behaviors, attltUdGS’ and background characterls-

tics interact with each other W|thln an institutional as well as social

and political context to reSult in antncnpated |npacts on children's

educational performance. Socna] scientists recognize the complexuty

of the relationship between attitudes and behaviors. Changes in either
one can bring about changes in the other; and the relationship be tween

tescher attitudes and behaviors is no exception. Thus, in this evaluation

we examine both attitudes and behaviors.



While some teacher background characteristics are immutable, others,
such as training in ch|]d development theorv, are not. |n both cases,
these teacher,background characteristics may act as ''predispositions' or
""mediators'' of attitudz3 and behaviors, and thus are important elements
in the conceptual and analytic models presented here.

soc»al-polltlcal context: The lnstltutlonal context lncludes bunldlng—

level differences WIthln 3 schoo] district (such as administrator persona]nty -
and practices) as.well asfdufferences in the,schoo],dlstrgcts themselves

(such as geographical,; political; fiscal, and even historical factors).

Thus, conceptually; teachers attitudes, behaviors,; and background character-
istics are mutually influential, as well as influencing and being influenced
by institutional contexts. '

Ana]ytlca lv, the d|rect|on of change in terms of these domains
proceeds from institutional pract:ces and teacher background characterls-
tics to teacher behaviors and attitudes, to parent behaviors and attitudes,
and ultimately to child impacts. thCéthé]]Y,'éhd even practically, of
course,; the direction of this change is clearly not_unidirectional but
rather circular. Even thoSe who are seen a5 primarily being acted upon;.
the children must be acknowiedged also as actors,; as influencers; themselves.
Analytically; however, we must assume 3 unldlrectlonal approach: first

document admlnlstratnve practices and teacher background characteristics;

then measure teacher behaviors and attitudes and parent behaV|ors and
attltudes wlthout |gnor|ng the broader soCial and po]ntlcal contexts;
then examlne olitcomes on chlldren Our analytical approach assumes a

progression of impacts from the first to the last. .

and docdment teacher background characteristics in an attempt te elucidate

some pieces of the conceptual and analytic models. Three areas in particular

are emphasized: 1) teacher participation in decision-making and planning,

» as evidence of institutional change directed at a more continuous curriculum;
2) instructional approach, especially evudence of lndoVIduallzatlon of
curriculum; and73) attitude and efforts toward parent involvement, as
an indication of more home-school continuity.
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Dats Collection Procedures for the Teacher
Interview and Classroom Observation System

and |ntervnew dats of the highest poss:ble qballty, the procedures ol 1owed

in previous data collection periods were continued; with minor modifications:

e An organlzatlonal structure for field staff involved in

phgidgga collection effort was outlined, ro]e responsibilities
were definéa; and detailed training manuals were produced.

Tralnlng models were designed that speC|f|ed ‘observer.
performance standards and provided for sessions with large-
group,- smal]—group and lnngldual|zeg71nstruct|on, daily

reviews of each field staff's performance, and discussion of
potential problems.

e Onsite monitoring of field staff by trainers was conducted
prior to the start of the actual data collection.

An observer lna:son at each site col]ected Completed observations

and lnterV|ews each week and checked them for obvious errors or

omissions befcre sending them to the ngh/Scope Foundation.

Each of these brbtédUkég is discussed below:

Field Organization

Job announcements for observer pos:tnons were posted in all sites by

the local PDC staff. Applicants were then interviewed by High/Scope staff and

final hiring. deC|5ions were based on such criteria as teaching experience,

performance in a mock interview, and perceived ability to interact effectlve]y
p

N -

with school staff. The roles of all field staff (site coordinators, observer

,,,,,

liaisons, observers and testers) were expllcntly def{n?@iln the H:gh/Scope ]
PBE Field Procedures Manual in order to clarify and systematize responsibilities

2323




77777 Iheiggeefyer§iwere responsible for conducting the classroom observations
and the teacher interviews while the testers collected the child data. (The

Parent interview and Admlnlstrator lntervnew were admlnlstered by both
testers and observers, although this procedure varied from site to site
depend:ng on the workload of each group.) The data collection effort took

approximately nine weeks at each site.

Training Procedures

Training sessions for ngh/Scope mon:tors and locally hired PDC dats

collection field staff were held in March 1979 at the ngh/Scope Conference
Center in Clinton, Michigan. Training in the Classroom Observatlon System
and Teacher Inteerew was conducted by three H """

who had been involved in the development of the H;gh/Scope POC Observatlon
System. A seven-day training workshop was scheduled for the observers,
which included training sessions on ihterVieWihg techniques and field

logistics. The observers were responsible for interviewing those teachers
whose classes they observed:

LnteéVIewer tralnlng The ngh/Scope PDC Interv:ewer s Manual was

lnterv:eW|ng act:vntles and |nterV|ew:ng technlques were read and dlscussed
Becduse most of the observers had been teachers themselves, dlSCUSSIOﬂ of
methods of establlshlng rappcrt and the importance of accommodating to. teachers'
schedules went very quickly, Observer-:ntervnewers were trained in using

the Teether lhterView Global Rétihgs by liéteﬁihg to aua;atapé reccrdihgs

Each rating was then discussed so that a thorough understanding oF each

dimension was ach:eved (Two items proved impossible to achieve agreement
on, and thus were dropped.) |In those sites where the observers were also

going to conduct parent and/or admlnlstrator interviews, training for the
observers was provided by the site's testers.

Observer training. Training in the three components of the observation
systém relied on a variety of act:vxtues and subsequent group dlSCUSSIOnS to

€lassroom Activities Reco[gW(CAR) and Focused Observatsons begar with. s large-
group discussion of the forms and coding categories, followed by appilcatlon
of these categories to scenarios created by the ngh/SCOpe trainers. After

becoming familiar with the basic category definitions, observers practiced

by vxewung videotapes of actual classroom activities and codlng the activities.
Again, individual judgments were discussed in large-group sessions. Sk:]l'
levels were checked at the end of the training using a criterion videotape
that all trainees observed and coded.



Training in the Classroom Environment Observation (CEO) was accomplished

in small groups us:ng color slides of classrooms. Separate carousels were

set up in varlous locations around the training facility,; with each carouse]

containing a set of slides from a single classroom. Observers worked in

teams of three to observe each set of slides and comp]ete the CEO form as a
group. Crlter|0n performances were then checked by having all trainees
observe and rate slides of a s:ngle classroom and then compare their judgments
with those of the trainers.

Monitoring

of the ngh/Scope monitors who conducted or participated in the observer

training. The monitoring occurred during the weck following training:

Each observer was required to tape-record an interview with a teacher
and to complete the global ratings of that interview. These tapes were
evaluated by the High/Scope monitor and discussed with the observer durlng

the monitoring visit. Monitoring of the various components. of the class-

room observation system was accomplished by havlng all of the observers

at & part:cular site spend one day together in a classroom with tne

ngh/ccope monitor and use al] components of the observation system.

Global ratings of these observations were then completed separately by

the observers and mcnitor. Following these observations and ratings the
observers and the monitor met as & group to discuss their judgments: ’
Additional training was then provided as necessary.

Weekly Pre-Transmittal Data Checks

respective obServer liaisons at the end of each week: These staff _then.

checked the observation booklets and interview forms for recording/scoring

errors. The observer ]|a|sons also kept track of all comp]eth data (in

addition to the |nd|v|dua] records each observer kept) and were responsnble
for mailing the completed data to the ngh/Scope Foundation on a weekiy
basis:

In addition to the observer liaisons' pre-submittal check; data

coliected by the observers were a]so checked by the supervlsor of field

operations at the High/Scope Fourdation. The supervisor of field operations

identified any errors in recording or coding and notified the observer
liaisons; who then discussed the errors with the observers at the site:

N4
o
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Once the raw data were screened for accuracy at High/Scope, they were
sent to the Foundation's data processing section to be tagged with unique
identification numbers for each teacher, parernt, and administrator, to be
scored and verified, and then keypunched and verified,

Data Collection Sequence

Once the sample children for the evaluation were located in the dustrnct

schools, the field staff divided the classes among themselves. In making
these leISlOnS two factors were taken into account: (1) the order in °
which the classes were to be completed was to be such that testers would

be collectlng data in the PDC schools while observers were collecting data
in the comparison schools, and vice versa, and (2) all field staff would

test or observe in both PDC and comparison classes; thus reducing the

possibility of tester or observer bias for either group.

The teacher interviews were scheduled at the teacher's convenience

during the two days of classroom observation (one day for the CAR and the
following day for the Focused Observations). Interviews often took place
during the_teacher's lunch periods, if she wnshed or after school: The

Classroom Environment Observation was completed when the children were out

of the room; for example,; during recess.

Data Analysis Procedures

Chapters IV and V of this report present the results of six sequential
stages of analysns of PDC data, focus:ng on:

e descriptive characteristics of teacher samples for which data
were collected in spring 1979;

e comparability of the spring 1979 PDC and comparison teachers
interviewed;

characterlstlcs of the spring 1379 Teacher Interview and
Classroom Observation System;

effects of the PDC program on classrooms and teachers;

educatuonaiiy s:gnnflcant outcomes;

analyses of the |nteract|on between these predlctor varlables
and treatment.
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Brief descriptions of the procedures used in these analyses are given
below.

Descriptive Characteristics of the Sample

in order to unders and the compos:tlon of the PDE and comparuson :ample<

for which data were collected in spklng 1979 descriptive statistics were
computed and tabulated for theSe samples at each site and for a]l s:tes
combined. Descriptive statistics are presSented for the sample of teachers
interviewed and for the sample of classrooms observed.

Response Rate

__ Overall, teachers were receptive to being observed and interviewed. The

response rate for both classroom obszrvations and teacher interviews was very
high. For clas:room observations the rate was 90% (see Tab’e 4) and for

teacher untervuews it was 93% (see Table 5) ln most cases the reasor. for
observations and inteérviews not belng completed was lack of observer time.

Some school systems; Such as Florida's and Colorado's; closed by Memoiial

Day. The comparison schools accounted for slightly more missing data than
the PDC schools; but the difference was not significant.

Comparability of PDC and Comparison Teachers

The PDC and comparISOn samples of teachers lntervnewed and obsorvad in

there were any sngnlflcant differences between the two groups. Analytic
aoproaches were primarily chi~square analyses and univariate analyses of
variance:

Characteristics of the Teacher Interview

The 1979 Teacher lnterv:ew Lons:sted of soven sections which the inter-
viewer adm|n|5t=red to the teacher and one section, the Global Rat:ngs which
the interviewer completed after the |nterV|ew., The first section focused
on teacher background information; such as number ofﬁyears,of fullft|me ,
teaching. The second section dealt with frequency of teacher involvement ir
various school and classroom activities, such as frequency of participation

in curriculum planning committees and frequency of visits *o other class-

rooms: The thnrd sectuon concerned Frequency and types of parent contact;

:ncludung visits to the parents' home and use of parents in the classroom.

It also included questions on teacher attitude toward more parent involvement
in the classroom. The fourth section el.c:tea in an open-ended format
teachers' descriptions of their instructional approach, and the fifth focused
on their perceptions of changé in many facets of educatuan over the last
five years. The sixth section dealt with teacher attitudes toward their

school: A seventh section was designed for PDC teachers only and covered

27
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Table 4

7 ~ Numbers of Classrooms Observed by Site and by
Treatment Group: Spring 1979 Classroon Observation System

Site __PDE _ Comparisen __ Full Sample |

California

ee
Q
o
Q|
W th
o]
O

) Colorado _

Connecticut

Florida

] o | oo =2
©

Georgia

‘owa

o | o0
-
o
o
o
o

Maryland

g 12 23
100 100 100

4 10 14

Washington 100 100 100

3P M= | o0y | oy Lo

A1l Sites 72 105 175
99 85 90

Combined

N ==
~3
[A\L)




Table 5
Numbers of Teachers Interviewed Overall,

by Site and Treatment Group: Spring 1979 Teacher Interview -

Site

Comparison

Full Sample

california

9
90

12
80

Colorado

1P

16
10

28
100

Connecticut

3P

20
71

Florida

a0y

Georgia

100

lowa

L dh=¥ 0 =

100

Maryl ind

N

100

Michigan

100

Texas

391

Utah

Washington

All Sites
Combined

29
20
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many of the topics described above but in relation to the PDC program
specifically; not the school as a whole. The Global Ratings provided
numerical assessments on a one-to-five scale of the teacher's instruc-

tlonal approach |nciudrng deqree of parent snvo]vement in the classroom. s

administered, scallng and sco.lng prOCedures used to report results

from these instruments in this report are still at a fairly direct,
xtem-level approach Where appropriate, however scale properties are
presented, including !nternalrcons!stency and item intercorrelation.
values. At the item level, the principal data presented are central

tendency; dispersion; and distrsoutlonal values for each item.

EharacterjstJcscofctnecﬁléssioomAObsecvation45¥stem

We have attempted, throughout the PDC evaluation, to document class-
room processes by direct observation. Through spring 1978 (kindergarten),
procesé documentation was accomplished using a time- sampllng observation

system that focused on the behavior of individual children: Critical

review of this system following spring 1978 data collection suggested

.that it was not sufficiently sensitive to program-relevant dimensions of

variation in overal! classroom enVlronment and process (see Interim Report
1X, pp-: 51 53) therefore, deve]opment of,a More appropriate observation
system of classroori processes was undertaken.

,/;

The full system_ of ciassrcom observatlon data can be broken down

for instrument=- description purposes; into two parts:

® questions about the classroom environment {21 questions

from the Elassroom Environment Observation)

e Global Ratlngs (five-point scale questions from the
Classroom Envnronment Observation, Classroon Actnvnties
Record and Focused Observation Instruments I, 1l and
).

- The questionnaire items from the Classroom Environment Observation are
described in Chapter 'V in terms °f,§@§,9Y?fa]] response distributions for

each qoest10u. Global Ratnngs are described in terms of response dlstrn—
butions for each scale item as Well as scale totals.

Analytic Strategies for Examining PDC's Effects

Evidence of PDE' influence on teachers and classrooms is presented
in Chapter V. Analytic strategies for measuring PDC's effects are described

briefly here.

'H\\
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Strategies for Examining PDC'S Influence on Teachers and Classroors

Analyses in this volume examining PDC effects on teachers and class-

rooms focds flrst on the identification of differences between PDC and

comparlson group teachers, and between c]aserOms in the two groups:

Aggregate scales are constructed from items on the Teacher Interview, and

more complex summary variables are prepared and analyzed. Global Ratings
from both the Teacher Interview and Classroom Observatlon System are
factor analyzed. :

At the level of individual items the pr.nf'pal data presented are

distributional values:. Items which were conceptually simiiar were combined

lnto hlgher-ofder variables: Means, standard deviations; and frequency

counts are presented for these scales a]ong wnth internal consistency
estimates and item intercorrelations where appropriate.

Analyses of Variable Relationships Independent of Treatment

A second analytic stage identified site and other selected varisbles,

prlmarlly teacher characteristics, that might be expected to_ have an influence

on teacher outcomes. The relatlorshlp between these variables and the more

complex variables reflecting outcomes of interest regardless of significant
treatment effecr is examined.

Analyses of Treatment Inteéractions with Other Variables

in the third stage of analysis, preliminary explorations assessed the

extent to which program impacts on teachers were affected by demographic _

differences, by certain other variables; or by site- specific considerations.

-
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- DESCRIPTIVE FINDINGS

and |ntervuewed and the sample of classrooms observed. It also lncludes

a deSCrlptloﬁ of the analytnc procedures used to examine the findings, the

summary variables created from the individual items; and some findings

from the Teacher lnterview and Classroom Observation System: Chapter V
wili focus on the results of the data analyses designed to explore the
relationship between teacher background variables and educationally signi-
ficant outcomes: It will also examine the interaction of these background

variables with program nmpact.
\

Descriptive Etfracteristic\*éfj\hewSam”léégéfgiéaéﬁeié,aﬁa €lassrooms
p p

In sErrng 1979, 283 teachers ;égheunterv1ewed at PDC and comparison
schools in the eleven study sites. The classrooms of 174 of these
teachers--those with two or more cohorf\\:|ldren in their classes--were

also observed: The 109 teachers interviewed; but not observed; were drawn
from both PDC and matched comparison Head art centers or schools

They were randomly selected-at each grade, Head Start through th|rd ‘and

qe\a broader picture of the

were incliuded in the interview sample to provi

impact of PDC on teachers.

Table 6 provides descriptive information abos\\the samples of class-
!nterv1ewed and
rmation about the
ho significant
wle of teachers

r66h§ d teachers for the subsample of teachers bothy

total sample of teachers interviewed (n=283). There wet

differences on demographic characteristics between the sar

interviewed and observed, and the sample of those interviewad only.

Table 6 |nd|cates that almost all sites have Only one teaéher per

classroom; but that the number of aides per class ranges from an\average

of less than one-fourth of an aide per class in ConnecthUt to more. than

N
one aide per class in California. Six SiteS have other adults as resources

in the claserOm in addition to teachers and aides. .

Most sites had between 22 and 27 children per classr00m aithbugh.\
Georgla had only 19.

Table 7 reveals that the ethnlc dlstrlbutlon of the total sample of

concentrated prnmarnly in California, Colorado and Texas; Asian teachers
are found only 15 Mnchngan, Utah and Washington; and black teachers are
present malnly in Florida, Maryland and Michigan. There are no black

teachers 'in the three s;tes w:th a sizable proportion of Hispanic teachers,
none in Georgia, and very few in lowa and Utah.

" teachers interviewed varies markedly bv site. Hispanic teachers are

[y

gV}
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*;(Y Table 6
Teacheré Both Interviewed and Observed (N=174): Distribution by
Group and ST%Q; Classroom Characteristics; Teacher Characteristics

N

S

‘\;\7 Grade E—
|| other I
Teachers/ | Aides{ | Adults/ |Children/|% % % & & Multi-
Classroom |Classroom.| Classroom | Classroom | HS KDG 61 62 G3 Graded
1.00 1.00 |~ 0 | 26.50 0 5 0 0 50
1-00 160 ] N\ 0 | 26.20 0100 06 0 0O
1.00 0.53 S0 26.83 17 33 50
1.00. 0 D 23.86 0 71 3
.11 0.22 p:11 N  22:33 10 60 30

]
]
]

=

Site

POC
§omp -
POC
Comp
POC

_ Comp

IFORNIA

ORADO

INECTICUT .00 0.20 R TR 2 8 n o
00 0.86 521 | b6k |0 & 8
.00 0.78 0 2ioo | 0 22 78

DO OO OO O
(e}

— ]

RIDA d

19.33
25.50
22.77
75.50
26.50
28.00
26.60
2300
2267 108 100
25.00
25.14

1.00 1.00
1.00 0:20

RGIAS - o0C
POC
Coiip
PDC
Comp
PDC
Comp
PDC
- Comp | _
POC
Comp -
POC
Corip
< v repie | POC
ALS BY GROP pomp

ol o |lo olooloo
o o |loolooloo

QO
o

A

o
E
ol o] o | o

—

o

.00 !
1.00 ]
1.00 1.0
.00 0.50
1.00 ]
.00 0

YLAND :
]
]
1
|
1.00
]
]
]
]
1

)

‘C)

HIGAN

' (]
L] O WD OO EHON Frwo ] | O O 1O A0S oMU N

4"‘ i
Lolo olo o|lo'o|, o
|
o
—_
o
S

A
~J

AS

H

o
o
VY BTN o
S ETN IO O O] D O] & O O

fas
[a%]
o Oolo o

0
0
.00 -0 27.15 0 )
0:89 _b:30 | 22.70 0 20 80—
0
0
0

T
.06 | 879

Sr— a

HINGTON .

—

=]

o ;Pécnioicwowowo
DO

.01 0.90 0:17 25.02
.01 0.56 0:18 24.33
'ALS, ALL GROUPS COMBINED | 174 1.01 6:70 0.18 24.61

[ N ]
A —

~J
oo
o |oIo|o olmro| o cho oo

lere is no comparison group at the Georgia site.

{continued) - :




_ Table &

(cont inued)
Sex_of Teacher | Ethnicity of Teacher

, , ' ) 3 , ;

— B3 2 Amer. - Asian/ R %
Site N | Male Female | Hispanic |Indian Pac. Isl. Black White

AP PDC 2 50 50 0 0 0 0 100
,,,,,,,,, POC 6 0 100 33.3 0 0 10.0  66.7
COLORADO _ Comp 7 ik 86 1h:3 0 - .0 -0 857
N EETICIT PDC E 0 100 10.0 0 0 10.0  80.0
CONNECTICUT Comp 10- 0 100 1.1 0 0 0 88.9
o PDC 15 0 100 7.7 0 0 38.5 53.8
F = = b . MY 3 b v had -
LORIDA __Comp g 0o 100 7 0 0 2.6 71.4

GEORG1A® PDC 6 0 100 0 0 0 0 100

o PoC 5 5 160 0 0 6 0100
g Comp 13 a 190 7.7 0 0 155 76.9
RO PDC b 0 100 0 0 0 25.0  75.0
HARYLAND Comp 6] 0 00 0 0 0 50.0  50.0
R PDC 4 0 100 0 0 0 25.0 75.0
MICHIGAN - Coiip 20 10 90 _5.0 0 5.0 k0.0 50.9
— POC § | 2 75 T00 0 0 0 0
—————— PDC 9 C 109 0 0 .25.0 0 75:0

VTR tomp ik g 93 9 0 a 6 100
o PDC 5 0 100 0 0 0 50.0  50.0
WASH INGTON Comp 10 0 100 0 - 0 0. 20.0-  80.0
e o POC 71 T 9% 7.1 0 2.9 14.3  65.7
TOTALS BY BROUP cip 103 5 95 | 133 0 1.0 17.3 8.
TOTALS, ALL GROUPS COMBINED | 174 5 95 14.9 0 1.8 161 67.3

®There is no comparison group at the Georgia site:

N
(BAY
A

(p)




Table b
{cont inued)

" Vears of |

Teaching |3 of Teachers |  Reason for Tesching in Sehool”
fears of | Experience | Who Taught [ R
- | Teaching | at Current | in Special . | & ¥ Recruited/ 3
Site JNLE Fmripnrﬁ %chccl Pl;bér:arﬁé - ﬁiéia.iéa Asked Invited Other
S P POC AR 3.00 0| 0 0 0 0
CALIFRNIA e Ll 68 | & | o ko i 0
ffffffff PO 5 T | 6 33 B30 o7+ 0
mwe o ) s by | L
S PDC 91 1400 8.7 10 40 0 0 20
(OMECTICT e L) g6 | 0k ") 93 T )
- B [ 0y [ TE T T A
Comp | 9| 12.56 7.56 33 50 4 0 !
.| e e | 8 50 b ﬁ 8B 0
, lomp | 13 12;85 6.8 7 T . E—
PC | & 900 1.75 Bl T 2 0 0
MR e | 6] e | b1 |0 0 & 0
e W [ s | W | B | 5 5 R0
Yool 1 20] 1345 | 78 | 0% 010 25 P
—_— P 5 6.63 76 B ST 2 13
- Conp 9] 613 488 1 Y/ 1 0
- | 9] W AR % 2 o 0
g | 14| 1.0 2T 3% 3% LR
POC ARNTRF 10.25 100 25 0 50 25
WASHINGION o [ 10] 1250 | 9w | D % o 23 22
S i TE N 3 T 2 :
TOTALS BY GROUP . o 1183 - 12.10 .88 I] 49 2 2 § |
TOTAS, ALL GROUPS COMBINED [I74| LT | bW | S YR ]

tere is fio comparison group at the Geargia site:
” bPercentages across columns for & gw»n FoW fay ot add to 1003 because of errors induced by rounding:

1
[Kc
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Table b

- Nature of Child
Devé lopment Training®

*here is o conparison group at the Georgla site.

T et S
- “Percentages across columns for 3 given row may not add to 1003 because of errors induced by rounding.

‘xa(:tages across colums may add to more than 100%

(cont inied) 3
Under-
e — .| grad
— . Highest Degree Type? - Classes
1 1o )
— 9 O 9 01— - v
Va9 0|0 L} & D (1] Q
L | DL [} n -
~ 100 0|00 010 a)lald
Q2010 (30{0 3 vl o|y -
oloa|a|o | |de v lof=l=| a _
L= | [ 0w ] ~lol >0 O _
-8l g 51~ |-n L O -} Lie0 €|k
(FIREY AN s) I« N PO I OO PN B . o IR OELL - W
RHH e T T b 2
o B U100 00 10UV 8 ave | ooen v - -1 0
Site N8 2158 8158 8158 % e 128 L | e She] o
e —— it et : - {99 © {Theory Trainlng T X xR
N PO 21 0 of ofs0pof0]o0f5 50 - | ofio] efof o} o]0
CALIFORNA - w00 | sl ol ol albolenl ol ol ol g0 | alsalwlol ol ols
1 RART PDC 6] of 0 oji6(50] 0f33]0f 100 08 [50[17]33] 0] 0
WM o | 7l ol ol ol olnlislik] 0] o0 L ofoo{ 531 0] of 0] 0
A PO 9] 0] 0] 0l30(10]50(10] 0 90 0 B 522 ]01] 0|11
CONECTICUT (omp ol o of of331%3linle % o8| 63]57143] o] o
LORI DA Pl bt 0f Of Of57 14111 7] 7 8 17150158(33] 8] 01 0
_ tomp 9 ol o] ol67l22] olulol & wlérl3sl33linl ol e
GEORGIAS 0 6| of of of33{33|33)0]al 100 0|8 67)50(33] 0] 0
" e 5|0 o[ o[@[® o] o]0 10 |6 |ko|w[%[ ]
(omp 130 0f 0} 0f 8{77]151 0] 0 92 01933 8/17] 0} 0
— e G[O[ 0] 0 O[S0[25[25] 0] 100 0|50[50]75]25] 0] 0
Comp 6l ol ol ol17{17{0l671 0 100 17{167(50133(33[17] 0
- e 0] 0] 0] 0125(50(251 0] 100 0[00[50]50]50] 0] 0
P o |20 ol o alislaslbs |15 0 5 gf5q|8al18127] o] o
TEXAS PoC Bl 0 0] 0j25(50{13(13] 0 8 08 |29( 7 {1hf 00
= (o gl gl odobirisedoadn ol - 80— | aled 635l ot o
I W0 | 3].0] 0] OBI[ITO[0] 7 o[ STI5T [ (14 T4 ¢
| Coig 1100 0 ojB3{21(29] 07 100 7150]43]136]14] 0] 7
S— ot 0] 00151 01015151 10 BB BN
w0l ool afmliofiolinfio] i | oléoldlslolio]s
Wt T ol ol 018189l 3 9 s169|51135]26] 2] 2
TASBEGP  om  Ligal ol ol oleloloolial 1] B AEIEINIED
TOTLS; ALL GROUPS COMBNED 174 0| of 033|330 ji2| 2| & | 7f7)ls|51|22] 2] 2
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Table 7

All Teachers Interviewed (N=283): Distribution by Group and Site; Teacher Characteristics

' Eificity of Tedcher”

~ Grade of _
Teachers Interviewed

Site

}

R

fale Female | RIS 5 &S L WR

:

3

R

I
P8 % %% Miti-
BS KOG 61 B2 63 Graded

CALIFORNIA

3
S

B
0 10

3.3
1.9

) 6.7
0 _57.]

B3 0B 000B
s 0

| c6L0RANG

F
16

0 100
6 %

4.1
31.5

0 5.3
0 .5

VR
6 13131313

CONNECTICUT

20

100
1200 0 _ 100

5.0

10.0

15.0 80.0
5.0 85.0

00530 1515 15
0 25 k1515

A o ]

FLORIDA

18

7

0100
0108

5.9
i

O OO Olo OoO|lo o

52.9 4.2

D D] O OO Olo O

2 116 0 0

2.6 71k

g 26 59 6 12 _

GEoRGIA°

;

100

0

0 100

non Wl

|0WA

3
16

100
100

)

6.3 I

0100
12.5 8.2

TR
0 675 6 6

8t .

MRYLAND

g
9

100
100

3.5 62.5
bh.§ 55.6

B 1203
013 0

HICH I GAN

24

8

160
9%

OO D] O OO O O

6
0
0

b,

[an ) [ e S e 3 1T s Y cow ] | [

62.5 3.5

b2 315 5

O Aad |

325 000
bbb

1

12

LI

(.2
R

:
0
0
0
0
0

0
0

00 L

783 (833 0 0 0 167

e e e R W ALY LR B o) § =0 . ] S D O

~2

ER R
8 8755 08

UTAH

18
23

100
_%

5.9
0

17.6 5.9 70:6
100-

0 0

§ 17 39 17 1

0113

WASHINGTON

3
14

100
3

0
0

12.5 25.0 625

0183 8.7

1325 38 12 13
108 13-

TOTALS BY GROUP

123
160

3
%

15.3
15.5

3.4 19.5 1.8
0.7 13.5 70.3

J—)

315 39 9 11
o145 59 810

283

LN I oI oSO

9

15.4

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1.9 16.2 66.5

O Ol O £ o o

§ 1550 9 10

4

HThere is no conparison group at the Georgia site.
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hi=Hispanic; INeAnerican Indian; AS=Asian/Pacific Islander; BLeBlack; Whehhite.
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| WASHINGTON ol

. Table ]
" (cont inued)

o Site |-

N

Yaars of
 Teaching
sExperience

" Vears of |

Teaching.

Exper ience
at Current

- School -

% of Teachers | _Reason féf.Téééﬁjjﬁ_iﬁ.Sﬁﬁéélb

Who Taught .
in Special
Programs

%

¥

:

7 % Recruited/
Assigned - Asked— — Jnvited —Other-

2 .

CALIFORNIA

3
3

5.00
12.56

3.33
6.00

3
i

b7
]

0
33

33

33

0
)

COLORADO

12
16

8.5
10:63

5.8]
6.0

33
19

50
b3

8
12

i
25

0
0

CONNECTICUT e

20
20

13.15

2065
LT/

5.84
1360

15
25

k5
58

25
25

15
20

0.

15

FLRIDA

1)

18

10.39
13.59

6.33
6.59

17

7

b

17

0]

17

4E6RGIA° Bl

;

8.78

b1

2
2

59
67

b
o
33

!

|0W

:
16

1X5
13.40

7.5
1.3

5)
%

E

19

L] ]

NBRYLAND 3

T Comp

8

9]

10.50
1533

R

§:38

63

S

25

0

ﬁ@mgn

8
2k

9.30

— Lo

1386 |

5.0
1.3

2
2

13
3

-4

I
12

53
1.03

2.81
673

3
17

9
17

18
23

10,72
.17

4.59
5.22

j]
65

2
3

O L] = D] — Ol

Y | ———
(oo UL

§
14

.75
12,00

.88
8.28

1
E

:
4

14

TOTALS BY GROUP

123

10,48
13.25

5.48
7.26

37
3

21

TOTALS, ALL GROUPS COMBINED

160
283

12,04

by |

0

a

*There is no comparison group at the Georgia site.

bﬁércéntégés across colums for a given row nay not add to 1003 because of errors induced by rounding.
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55?rﬁéfé is no comparison group at the Georgia site.

CTable ]
(cont ced)

= h
Hignest Cegree Tvpe™

Natare of Child
Developient Training

5
Under-

$lte

High Schooll

Toward _

Craedit

2ge ! Degree:

Col lege: Degree:

Cradit

Degree
Toward

Toward -
Doctorate

Cred:i tl

Cther:

3 With Child
B DéVélgrjmé'rit
Theory Trainlng

Unmdergrad
Few Classes:

q A

% Grad|Classes: -

Inservice

Summeir:

ES

CDA:
Trnaining;

%

% Ovher

CALIFORNIA

—_—

2Pl Master's

—

L WX

|

b7
4

A\ )
r=1
<D

-
D

L

Ty

P <) workshops .

A\ al

——

COLORADO

JERY o

oo o] Master's Deagree.

—
~—

vy
1=

100
%

OO WOy
b3 &

CORRECTICUT:

sy

b

e
oD

—
[\
i

0~
[ -2

b0
5

i~ OO

52 =

FLORIDA

T | C)CD SN o — D C‘Cl‘l ‘P

VO — PO DR PO [

I
o O

O OO DD O O

R

OO |CD ONJCOD O D <D Major
=
]

b p |
]

— o

"~
—

O I OD ON{OD O D .

77
i1

A —

h
b

GEORGIA’

L¥'N B
[ 2 B (W
-
O

100

L= o THN
~.

B

|OWA

fu <D O — O O OO O O

,“
e

f N 43
Lad SN
[

10y
9

O] O
-y
wr

Y
s

75
3

MARYLAND

1IN
LY o B
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Tﬁé\Syéragé number of years of teaching experience of those inter-
viewed and gbserved is quite high, about 12 years, and the ‘number of years

pernence at their current schoo] l$ a]so substantna], about

\in both categories, and TeXas the fewest. Overall; L0%

t of the sample tea’hers have experience in special pr09—ams In fourisutes
_(loWa, Maryland Utah and Washungton) more than half the teachers have
such experience. \\

The percentage of \teachers who were assigned involuntarily to their
schoo]grrangedffrOm about one-third in two sites,; California and Utah, to

about two-thirds in Texas.\_ Overall, about half of the teachers were

assigned and about ha]f either requested ass:gnment to their school; were

recruited or invited there, or,(lnfrequent]y) arrived in some undetermined
\;

way. _ \

~ Table 8 focuses on the educational background of the teacher sampie
and 5“°W§,t5§F,all,9?E four teachers have college degrees; and that almost

two-thirds have earned credits beyond the baccalaureate. Maryland and

Michigan have the largest percentage of teachers with Master's Degrees

as well as those with credits toward a\doctorate.

A very large percentage (87%) of tbe\gampie,teacneré have been trained
in child_development theory. The range ‘of this training varies from a
low of 58% in California to 100% in Georgia and washington. Very few

teachers haye actua]ly maJored |n chlld development but 0ver two th|rds

- in this area

Comparability of PDC and Comparison Teachers \\\

77777 Although there are some sllght differences between\PDC and comparison

teachers on demographic characteristics; 0vera]’ there are no significant

dnfferences. Variables such as sex; ethnicity; number of\years teaching,

number of years at the present schoo] percentage of teachers with experience

in spec:al programs way of benng assxgned to the current sdboo] educational

level, percentage with training in chiid development theory, Qg\nature

of such training all show no significant differences between PDE and
comparison teachers. N\

. N
Analytic Procedures for the Teacher Interview \\

The analyses of the Teacher Interview involved several steps.. fbé\

first step was an item-level comparison of PDC and comparison teachers'

A
R AN

responses. Tables C1 to C6 of Appendix € provide both a descriptive N

summary and group responses to each item. The second step was a factor-

analytic study of the Global Ratings (cf. Appendix E). The third step was \\\

7
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Table 8 Y,
Descriptive Information on Summary Variahles

T

B S , - B o - ‘Standard -
Summary Variable ’ N Range of Scores Mean . Deviation—— Median_

Parent activities in the s S - s s
Tassroom. 277 1.00 to 3.00 1:91 .70 1.9i
Attitude toward parent " os R - en

o lvenang 281 1.00 to 2.00 1.57 .50 1.62
“hange in involvement with i T I R Lo S
the associated school or cemter. 3! 3.00 to 3.00 0.91 bbb 0.50
job satisfaction: 283 1.00 to 4.00 1.39 .90 1:19
Sommunity resources. , 283 2.00 to 4.00 2.84 .7 2.82

>rogram adaptation to_ - o o o o . o
individual children (factor 1). 280 1.00 to 3.00 1.86 .92 1.51
structure and differentistion | | . L
>f activities in language ari 280 1:00 to 4:00 1.61 -88 1.27
nath (factor 2). :
:fforts to involve parents in o B, Dol -

‘he home (factor 3). 280 1.00 to 4.00 1.81 .90 1.59
individualization of activities 279 1.00 to 4.00 2-94 ]:23 1.95

'n language and math (factor 4):

o
(o)
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to create summary variablec from individual items and from the four factors
(cf. Appendix E). These composite variables are composed of items which
are similar conceptually and either show sngn:f:cant group dlfferences or
reflect outcomes that are educationally significant. The fourth step.

involved an examination of the relationship of background variables with

both the summary variables and with single-item variables which show

significant group differences: Finally, the analyses of the Teacher

interview examined the interaction between the background variables and

the variables which reveal significant group differences.

‘The procedures involved in the factor analysis of the Global Ratings
and in the creation of the summary variables are described in detail in
Appendix E.

Description of the Summary Variables

As noted above two types of summary variables were created, those in
which the |nd|vndua]72Lems were both conceptual]y SImllar and showed
significant group differences,; and those in_which the items were conceptually

similar and reflected domains of educationai interest, but did fot show

significant grocp differences: Analyses of main effects and interactions

with treatment of these higher-order variables seem both more interesting

and more efficient than analyses cf the items individually. The overall

concept of each of these summary variables is described below as well as

the individual items from the Teacher Interview which contrnbuted to the

variable. The first four variables described comprise items which show
significan: group differences.

Sarent activities in the classroom. Teachers who reported the occur-
rerce of two valued buot tradlglonal]y infrequent types of parent behaviors

in 'the classroom, together with a less frequent occurrence of parents

att°né|ng routine parent confererce:, received a high score on this summary

variabie. The three items in the Teacher Intervnew that formed this

variable (lbe; k, 1) ask ‘about the number of parents who helped the teacher

plar curriculum for children other than their own, the number who attended
routine parent conferences; and the number who helped by working with

children:

Attitude toward more parent involvement. This summary variable refers

to teachers' perceptions of the advantages or dlsadvantages of more parent

involvement in their school . 7 A low score reflects a negative attitude

toward incr@ased parent involvement: The vaklable is made up of three

responses to open-ended qu2stions asking aoout percelved advantages and
perceived disadvantages of more parent involvement (19a-i; 18a-g):. The
first response included was simply no advantages mentioned. The second
was the advantage that parents can do more for their child at home, and

the third was the disadvantage that unfamiliar adults would disrupt the
classroom.

43
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~ Ehange in involvement with the associated school or center: This
summary variable refers to change in knowledge of and in Involvement

with the associated elementary school or Head Start center for PDC
teachers, or a nearby school or center for comparison teachers. _ A hlgher

rating reflects greater perceived change. |t comprises two ratings,
26§ and m.

_ Job satisfaction. This composite variable refers. to indirect indicators

of satisfaction with one's job, such as whether one wanted to teach in

the same building the foilowing year; and to extrinsic job satisfaction

factors such as location and co]]eagues. Items were scored elther pos:tive]y

or negatively: Parts of four items on the interview (28c and i, 29, and 30f)
were summed to generate a composite variable reflecting teachers' attntudes»

toward their job situation.

Community resources. This composite variable refers to the effective
use of community resources in the classroom. Two items assessed this; 9h

and 9i. In the first, teachers were asked how often they used people or

materials from the commun:ty in their c]assroom, and in the second they
were asked how often they dlscussed in class the roles and services provuded
by various people in the community. A higher score reflects greater frequency.

 Factor 1: Program adaptation to individual childrén. This composite
variable reflects the degree of specificity of the teacher's knowledge of
individual-children's strengths and weaknesses; iﬁtiﬁaiﬁg affective needs;

and her adjustment of instruction to accommodate to those strengths and

weaknesses: (A low ratung [1 or 2] means a teacher had very detailed
knowledge of individual children, and a high rating [4 or 5] indicates a
superficial knowledge.) The factor is composed of Global Ratings 9 through

14,
Factor 2: Structuring and différentiation of activities in language

and héth. This Véfiab]é refers both tb the amount thét thi]dféh partici-

number of dufferent language arts and math activities that they engage in,

whether planned by them or the teacher: A low rating reflects no child
participation in planning and little dnfferentlatuon of activities: The

factor is made up of four Global Ratings: 2, 3, 6, and 7. y

Factor 3: Efforts to involve parents and the home. Thi§ factor
concerns .teachers' efforts to involve parents in the classroom and to
coordinate home and school experiences. A low rating for this factor
indicates a heavy emphasis on parent involvement. The factor is ccmposed

of three Global Ratings: 17, 20 and 21:

Factor k: lndlvudua14zaiLonfQf4acL4y4L¢esginglanguagegandgmath, This

fac;o* refers to the amount of time the teacher works with nnduvudual
children; small groups, or the class as a whole during language arts and
math.instruction. A low rating mears ]ltt]ewnndxv:dualnzed sttention. The

factor comprises two Global Ratings: 4 and 8.

o 60
L 6O
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variables.

Findings from the Teacher Interview

77777Ine responses from the 283 teachers in eleven PDC sltes across the

country in spring 1979 revealed some interesting things about teachers
in general: .

Less than half of all teachers visited the homes of children in their
classes, biut almost three-quarters reported that a majority of parents
had visited the classroom at least once. Not surprisingly, most parents
came to d|scuss the|r own chlld' progress. Teachers repbrted that mbre

.arts or math than in any other area, |nclud|ng changes in their teaching

phllosophy, materials or methods for other subJects, room arrangement, ‘

purposes of home visits, or what parents do in the classroom. Interaction

with teschers in other bu1]d|ngs and frequency of home visits seem to have

undeirgone the l=2ast change Qveral] in the last five years: Most teachers
seem content to remain in the same building, and interestingly, more
mention their colleagues as their reason for staying than any other reason.
The center director or school principal is the reason most frequently given

for not wanting to remain in a building.

Tbe Global Ratlngs vary between thcse items on which most teachers

were rated similarly and those that resulted in a wide range in ratings.

For instance, the ratings dealing with the degree of teacher-imposed
structure on language arts and math activities (2 and 6) cluster at the
teacher- structure end of the continuum. Ev:dent]y very. few teachers

6n the other hand, the parent |nvo]venen* rat.nqs are falrly even]y

dlStrlDUtEd across a]] ponnts of the continuum, w:th sllgnt]y more _ teachers

Analytic Procedures tor the Classroom Observation System

Prelimirary analyses. The Ciassroom Observation System comprises
three component instruments:

o The Classroom Environment Observation (CEO) which provides
detailed information abcut the classroom as a physical
environment,

The € lassroom ACtIVItIeS Record44CAR),which documents the

range and sequence cf activities in the classroom over tne
course of one entire day;

1



e The Focused Observations (F0) which provide irformation about

the gquality of interactions between teachers and children.

To thls po:nt we have restrlcted analyses to the Global Ratungs
associated with each of the three component instruments. No further

analyses will be done on the CEO or the FO, but the CAR has generated a

total of 8,075 detailed five-minute observatlons on ]75 classrooms which

will be analyzed. Reduction of these dsta has not yet progressed suffi-

ciently to provide a workaktle basis for contrasting PDC with comparison
c]assrooms

éhdfhsghugnds arefdeflned [n terms of descrlptsve statements. Thus,
ratings of 1 and 5 can be directly interpreted by refersnce to the des-

criptive statements. Operational definitions for many of the intermediate

ratings were also pr0vnded to staff during tra:n:ng For example’ for

§E§7$16§§]7R§E|ﬁg 'variety of activities," a 2, 3 or 4 means a specific
number of activities: This procedure was not poss:ble for all of the
ratings, however, and for these thz meznings of the 2's, 3's, and 4's

must be more xnferentxal Tab]es D ] tnrough D- 3 report response

assocaated with each lnstrument.

Description of the summary variables. A total of 92 Global Ratings

per classroom was generated by the three instruments. Nine summary variables

were tnen derived from the Global Ratings by averaging specific item

scores. Item sets were established on a priori conceptual grounds rzther
than by factor,ana]ys:s” Three of the composite variables (lntellectual
Stimulation; Classroom Management; and Classroom Climate- FO) reflect the
dimensions cbserved during the Focused Observations; four {individualization
in Lsaguage Arts; Individualization in Mathematics,; Receptivity to Parents,
and €lassroom Climate-CAR) summarize ratings from the Classroom Activities

Record; while two (Children's Classroom Behavior and Fostering Home-School

Contnnuuty) group ratings from both the Focused Observations and Classroom
Activities Record instruments. Descriptive statistics for these variables
are presented in Table 9. The twelve Globa! Ratings from the Classroom

EQVernment Observation instrument were not reduced to a smaller number
of composites.

'eo)

e
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~ Table
Descriptive Information for Nine Sumary Variables Based on the
Global Ratings Generated by the Classroom Observation System

Component -
- Global ] B ) 7 ) Standard
Variable Ratings*  Approximate Interpretation - en g viati

I, lntel lectial F0: 1% Low valies correspond o 171 LI35.000 326 - 096 3.4
Stinalation | reatér attenpts to stin-
slate intellectual effort:

2, Classroon 0: 717 Low values correspond to 171 LOG-kAS 181 06 183
Managefient fiore reasoned, effective
ranagement approachies.

3. Classroom FO: 18+ Low values correspond to 171 1.00-4.64  2.48 0.74 2.3]
tlimate=F 3 awarmer, nore favorable
climate for interaction.
L, Individualiza- CAR: -k Low values cor-espond to =~ 172 1.00-5.00 2,29 0.77 2.33
tion-Language more strictured materials
Arts & strategies.

LY & BN

ndividializ  CM: 59 - Llowvalues correspond to 173 L00-h00 201 0.5 2N
tion-Hathematics nore structired naterials
and strategies.

|6: Classroon G 10, Lowvalues correspond to 172 LIz-hh 285 062 2.0
(] inate-CAR 16,18,19, 2 wamer, rore Favorable
243,27, clinate for interaction.
23-31,33-
35;39'ﬁ2

7. Receptivity OR: 29-  Lowvalues correspond to A1 1.00-5.00 2.5 182 L8]
to Parents 30 more receptive atnos-
shee.

tF0=Focused Observation; CAR=Classroom Activities Record

gD
.ﬂ-\“u
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Table §
(contined)

Camponent ' .
lobal Standard

Variable Ratings®  Approximate Interpretation N Range  Mean  Deviation Median

8: Children's CAR: 10;  Low valoes correspond to 174 1:00-3:.62  1:80 0:81 178
Ciassroom 28,30,t1,  more cooperative inter-
Behavior b active behavior by
FO: 13, children.
15,18,19,
20

3. Fostering DR: 29, Low values correspond o 172 L005.00 30 1 307
Hone-Schoo! N efforts to receive -
Continuity FO: 25 parents weil, coordinate

hoie-sthioo] exper iences.

*F0=Focused Observation; CAR=Llassroon Activities Record

TS
v
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EXAMINATION OF PROGRAM IMPACTS ON TEACHERS

As stated in the introductory chapter, the major goal of thes PDC

program is to provide children with a continuous individualized educational

experience by estaclzshxﬁg mechanisms that prOV|de for communication

and mutual decision-making among Head Start and elementary school teachers,
adm;n:strators, and parents. Thus, PDC teachers both within and across
grades and across._ |nst|tut|ons were to deve]op 3 contlnuous coordxnated

interaction with other teachers on such thnngs as currlculum commi ttees

and through informal interaction such as vxs:txng each other's classrooms.

Moreover, PDC teachers were to involve parents in significant roles in

the classroom and administrators were also to involve parents on planning

committees. As a result of these program goals, the Teacher Interview
vias designed to tap teacher perceptions of three major areas: degree of
curriculum adaptation to individual children, teacher involvement arid
planning with other teachers; and parent lnvolvement in the classroom.

these major areas:

° What is the lmpact of the PDC program on teacher57 Thét is;

teachers especna]ly in the major aireas of concern---ndrvndua]i-
zation of approach; teacher planning Wwith other teachers, and
ﬁéieht involvement?

might also influence teacher 66t665e§7

What effect do these independent variables have on program
impacts?

PDC_Impact on Teachers

| tem-Level Response Comparisons

Program ‘impacts on teachers will be discossed at the level of individeal
interview items and at the summary- varxab]e ]eve] There are ]9 individual

items and six Global Ratings that show significant differences between
PDC teachers and comparison teachers. The majority of these items zoncern

various aspects of parent involvement. Table 10 summarizes these i tem-level

dlfferences in the order in which they appear in the actual Teacher Interview.

The narrative that ‘ollows discusses each one in turn.

[



Table 10
Teacher Interview |tems Showing Significant Differences

Between PDC and Comparison Teachers

Response Diséribution
i tem - , _ PDC _ Comparison
No._ Teacher Interview |tem ) N 2 A S ——

~

9a. tevel of teacher involvement in =

curricolum committees at

school/center:
I=never : 21 ij:
2=once/year 5 12.
3=every other month 16 13.
b=monthly 27  22.
5=2-3 times/month 14 .
b=weekly ’ 30 24,

.003%
(p>¢)

34zl
27 29.
19 11;

19 1.

17 10.

24 15,

wWoEOoIN —
[ AL pRVe BN RVEIRVE]

14, Percent of parents who did the
following when they visited or
worked in the classroom:
e. Helped plan curriculum for other
children: _
1=ronie , %8 79.7
2=some parents ] 20.3
3=most parents o 0

~
N

QS Oy
~ W
o O
Pane
]

\
(e]
g

k. Attended routine parent conferences:

W N
W NN
(W)

o e
—
~~
o
v
%
o

1 ,
2=Some parents 30  2b.
3=most parents 86 - 69.

oo Do

1. Worked with children:
l=none 35 29. 757 48. .0042
2=some parents 71 58. 70 L5, (p>C)

3=most parents 15 12:3 10 6.

N
AS AN SN VY

17. Advantages of parent involvement in
.6 10 6.3 . 0467
: (C>P)
56:3 .0133
(p>c).

a: None . 8

O
D
[

g. Parents can do more at hcaie with 86 69:9
their. child

3probability by chi-square or Fisher's exact test.
Note: |tem numbers correspond to the numbers on the spring 1979 Teacher Interview.
(continued)
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‘Table 10 -
(continued)

1 - _ __
Response Distribution

PbC Comparison

4=ma jor change

28 - 17.7

ltem _ : ) o B
No. Teacher Interview |tem g N % A N
18. Disadvantages of parent involvement
: in school/class:
e. Unfamiliar adults disrupt the class 18 14.8 27 29.7 .0022
, (CcsP)
26.  Teacher perception of changes since
- 1975. Have there been changes in
the following:
f. What parents do in the classroom? -7
1=no change 43 37.7 75 52.h .0152
2=little change 26 22.8 37 25.9- (P>C report
3=moderate change 28  2b4.6 17 -11.9 "greater
L=major change 7 ik id 9.8 change'')
h: The number of parent visits to the
classroom?
l=no change 25 20.7 67 38.8 ~.0110
2=1littla change 35 28.8 40 25.5 (P>C report
- 3=moderate change 40 33.1 37 23.6 ' Ygreater
b=mzjor Eﬁéﬁgér I 17.4 9 12:1 change!'')
j. Change in your knowledge of what
goes on at the Head Start center or
elementary school associated with
your school/center?
1=no change 53 45.3 92  65.7 ;0106
2=little change 37  31.6 27 19.3 {P>C report
3=moderate change 2 12.0 9 6.4 more know-
h=major change - 13 111 12 8.6 ledge'’)
S=direction of change is less § 13:2 18 32.7 :
6=direction of change is more 59 86.8 37 67:3
1. Amotnt gfig]annxng you do with_
teachers at your school/center? . »
l=no change 31 26:1 51 32.3 ~.0139
2=little change 30 25:2 37 234 {C>P report
3=moderate change 25 b1.1 42 266 "o change"'
hange 9 7.6 7 and '‘major

3probability by chi-square or Fisher's exact test.




Table 10
(continued)

Response Distributicn
tem S PDC Compar i son
No. Teacher Interview |ten N % N % | p

26m. Amount of planning you do with
teachers at associated school/
center?
I=direction of change is less 12 32.4 16 57.1 ~.0k09
2=direction of change is more 25 67.6 12 52.9 (P report
- - ‘ingre plan-
_ ning" and
o ' » € report.
"'less plan-
ning')

q. Type and amounts of interaction
between you and building
administrators?
I=no change 36 30.
2=little change 23  36.
?=moderate change 19 16.
ﬁtméjbk change 21 17.

- .0106"
(C>P report

""no change''
and '‘moder-
ate change''}

63 39.
31 19.
39  2h.
26 16.

OO 1=\
FEXV NN T %

28. Reasons for choosing to stay at

this school/center next year:

c. - Other teachers 61 49.6 105 65.6 -0246

i, The children 20 32.5 71 bk 0009

28.  Reasons for choosing to leave
' this school/center next year:

i. The children 13 10.6 2 1.3 .0009
(P>C)

3probability by chi-square or Fisher's exact cest.




Table

10

(continued)

| tem
No.

Teacher lnterview ltem

Response Distribution
 PDC  Comparison
N % ol %

29.

Teacher advice to parent about
enrolling child in this school/
center next year:
l=definitely recommend this
~ school/center o
2=probatly recomimend this
school /center ) )
3=probably recommend other
school/center
L=definitely recommend other
~ school/center
S=undec ided
Reasons for advising parents to
enroll child in other school/
center:

(9]
o
Qo

56  47.1 57.2.

29 24:6 25 16:2

[V,
£
N
1
o

[V NI
I
o

N

.0490
(C>P)

:0353
(P>C)

Pprobability by chi-square or Fisher's exact

test.
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2.'Children's langage arts - oy,
activities are structured

for them by the teacher or

by mat§r|als {e.q.; work= Comp
books) .

BN

I , ,

8. When;chilﬁgen'are learning o0
math skills, th"e teacher

works with the entire class )

as a group. p\ Comp

A
17 The teacher seemed o be e
s making an effort to nnvupe
parents into the classroom, ,
\\\ Ce
A\

18. The teacher involved
parents in ¢lassroom activities:
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78

65.0

107
67.7

F)
27
54
3h:2

4
.7
K
22.2

37
3.9
2%
19.7

Table 10
(corit iftied)

(i6ba] Ratings:

23
P
e 83
E 8
2.5 5l
(p=.0473)
8 46
08 %90
%4
5.8 29.7
(p=.0240)
n o
22,9 20.3
R
29 9.8
(5=.0014)
29 B
8.2 115
H 2
0.7 113
(p=.0027)

‘;&
S

1

9.2

5.7

%
18,5
Va
10.8

i)
10.2
)
19.6

10
9.7
2
17.3

Is
9.5

i3
1.9
%
23.5

8.7
13

150

Children participaté in plan-
nlng their own language arts
activities:

works Wlth individual childre.

The tescher seemed to make no
effort to invite parents into
the ¢lassroum.

Parents |n the classroom did
fieriial chores or just observed:



99

19, The teacher seemed to fee!
quite comfortable about having
parents in the classroom.

21, The teacher was very ¢in-
cerned about involving parents
in the classroom and was doing
her best to encourage it.

PBC

Comp

POC

Comp

= SN =

==

P = SO

|
41
55.0
4
2.9

3
30.]
)
8.

Table 10
(cont inued)

il it

13
LA
W3k
EI
9.9 170
(p=:0002)
3w
5.8 133

3 %
0.0 2.9

(ﬁ5;56585

}
3.6

1
12.9

15

3 .

20.6

5 The teacher seemed to feel quite
2.7 unconfortable about having parents
in the classroom.

10.3

16 The teacher was not that con-
13.3  cerned about involving parents

gg n the classroom and therefore
ia did not seen to be dving anything
to encourage it.

yot ™

V)



The first item concerns level of teacher involvement in curriculum

committees in their bunldlng and shows that PDC teachers d:d partlcupate
much mo;effrequently than comparison teachers in such commlttees. Over
70% of PDC teachers reported attending curricilum committee meetings at
least as often as every other month, while only. 49% of comparison teachers

attended that frequently. In fact; about 24% of PDC teachers reported
weekly attendance; contrasted with 15% of comparison teachers.

The next group of items show:ng significant differences deals Wi th

the types of actlvntles of parents in ths c]assr00m. Although there is

‘no S|gnaf|cant difference in the overall percentage reported of parents

who visited PDC or comparison classrooms, there are significant differences

in what they did oncé they got there. A surprising 20% of PDC teachers
reported that '‘some'' parents helped them plan curriculum for other children

as opposed to only 7% of comparison teachers; and 58% of PDC teachers

reported lisome'' parents worked with children,; compared to on]y 45% of

comparison teachers. Moreover, almost half of ccmparlson teachers (48%)

reported that no pare 5 actua]]y worked with children in the classroom;
compared to only 30% of PDC teache*s On the other hand; 82% of comparison

teachers repocrted ''most'' parents attended routine parent conferences
contrasted with 70% of PDC teachers.

Three items dealung with teacher attitudes toward parent involvement
are the next to show significant group differences. PDC teachers consistently

exhlbited more p05|t|ve attitudes toward more parent involvement in the

school than comparison teachers PDE teachers were less apt to report
"no advantages'' of parent involvement (only 2% versus 6% of comparison

teachers) and less apt to say that it dlsrupted the class to have unfamiliar

adults present (15% versus 30% of comparison teachers) On the other hand;

they were more apt to say an. advantage of parent famlluarlty with the
Schooi was that parents can ''do more for their child at nome“ (70% versus

56% of comparlson teachers). It is important to note that,these are not

forced- cholcefresponses but rather responses to open-ended questions,

which gives them perhaps somewhat more credibility.

~
o

unamblguous]y. The first two items deal with change in parent involvement

in the classroom and clearly favor PDC teachers Over one- thlrd of PDE
teachers (40%) reported 'moderate' or 'major'' change in what parents do,,
in the classroom; as compared to 22% for comparison teachers. And 51% of

the PDC teachers reported ''moderate' or "major'' change in the number of

parent visits to the classroom; as compared to 36% of the comparison teachers.

The direction-of-change probes following each of these items reveal that
the vast majority of PDC teachers felt that the change in what parents

do was for the better (88%) and that the namber of parent visits was more

than berore7(77%) (Comparlson teachers responses are in the same dlléCthn
but the difference is not significant.) :

«J
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The three remaining items that can be interpreted unambiguously
cern change in teacher's knowledge of what goes on_in the school or

ad Start center associated with the teacher's school or center; and change

in amount of p]annlng done Wlth teachers from other schoo] or center.

of what goes on at the assoclated school (23% reported 'moderate!' or
“"major'' change versus 15% for comparison teachers), and also reported

significantly more change in a positive direction (872 report ''more
knowledge” rather than less as cpposed to 6/2 comparlson teachers)

|n amodnt of p]annlng wuth other teachers compared to on]y h3% of comparison

for this item, only dlrectlon)

The remaining two perception-of-change items are more difficult to
xnterpret. More comparison teachers than PDC teachers reported both
""mo change'' and 'major change' in "amount of planning with teachersrnn
their own Baiiaihg" (32% of the 'camba'ri'saﬁ teachers versus 26% of the

teachers also reported both 'no change'' and ''moderate change” in "amount

of interaction between teachers and administrators'' (40% of the comparison

teachers versus 30% of the PDC teachers reported ''no change,' and 25%
of the comparison teachers versus 16% of the PDC teachers reported

"moderate change''). These responses Seem contradlctory until the direction-
of-change probe following both items is. inspected. Although the group

differences are not significant, comparison teachers report major or

moderate changes in the direction of less planning and administrator

interactions, while the PDC teackers Teport changes in the direction of
more planning and interaction.

The nex: set of items concerns teacher attitudes toward their school
or center. All five items seem to show comparison teachers as more
positive toward their job situation than PDC_teachers. For instance,

66% of comparison teachers (as opposed to 50% of PDC _teachers) reported

iother teachers'' were a reason for choosing to stay in their school or

center. Similarly, 44% of comparison teachers {versus 33% of PDC teachers)

reported '‘children' were a reason to stay, while 11% of PDE teachers

said “chxldren” were a reason for choosing to leave (as compared to only.

1% oF comparison teachers) Moreover rmore comparlson teachers (57%)
than PDC teachers (48%) would Mdefinitely recommend" thevr school to
prospective parents and were less likely to recommend another school
(l _compared to 76) Fewer comparison teachers (19) ‘than PDC teachers

pa*ents The responses to this question were often qua]nfned by the

comment, ''it depends upon the child;'" so that its interpretation as an

indicator of teacher attitude toward school is not straightforward. Reasons

for comparison teachers apparent]y greater satisfaction with external

3spects of their job situation are unclear at this time and merit closer
attention in the next data collection.

ERIC a
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The Global Ratings are the observer's assessment of the teacher's )
nnstructlona] approach from ner respanses to open-eénded questions concéerning
her strategies for teaching two typical children. Essentially,; the ratings
are evaluatlons of self-report data. Six of the 15 ratings show significant

indicate that PDC teachers made greater attempts at individualization
than comparison teachers. The first item deals with teacher direction
versus child choice in language arts activities. Although a majority of
both groups is at the ''teacher-structure! end of the continuum, more
comparison teachers (89%) are there than PDC teachers (79%). More PDC _

teachers {(13%) are at the '‘child-choice' end than comparison teachers (6%) .

Likewise, more PDC teachers (27%! were rated as working with individual

children during math than comparison teachers (20%). More comparison
teachers (50%) were rated as working with the entire class as a group
than PDC teachers (34%). The middle rating for this item refers to
"small groups;' and PDC teachers (39%) were rated higher than comparison
teachers (30%) in this category, too.

~ The other four G]obal Ratings concern teachsrs' efforts at thbivihg

parents in the classroom: PDE teachers were consistently rated higher

than comparison teachers on these items: They were perceived as making
greater efforts to invite parents into the classroom (57% versus 47%),

as involving parents more in classroom activities (64% versus 50%), as

feeling more comfortable gbout having parents in the c]assrcom (79% versus
60%), and as being very concerned about involving parents in the classroom

and doing their best to encourage such involvement (56% versus 38%).

Eomparnson teachers were more often rated at the opposite end of the continua,

e.g.; as showing little effort at parent involvement.

Summary Variable Response Comparisons

Nine summary variables reflect significant group differences. These
are summarized in Table ]I and discussed here.

The first summary variable dea]s with number of parents. |nvo]ved |n

three nontraditional classroom activities. More than twice as many PDC.

teachers (30%) as comparison teachers (13%) reported that ''most'' of their

parents were |nvolved in these activities: The activitie: 'nzlude working

with chlldren and he]pnng the teacher plan curriculum for :::er children:

The second varlable summarizes significant items reflecting attitude
toward more parent involvement in the classroom. Many more PDC teachers
(59%) than comparison teachers (38%) articulated positive attitudes toward

more parent involvement.



Table 11
Group Comparisons of Teacher Interview Outcome Variables®

Response Distribution
) , S PDC Comparison E
Outcome Sumrary Varigbles ¥ % N % ‘ P

1. Number of classroom parents involved
in three specific school/class
activities:
I=none 20 16.4 61 39.
2=some parents 66 5h.1 74 A7
3=most parents 36 29.5 20 12

.00G0

-

O~

2. Attitude toward more parent involve-
ment in school/class:
i=negative attitude toward parent o o o
~ involvement 50 %1.0 95 62.1 .0003
2=positive attitude toward parent , S
invol vement 72 58.0 58 37.9

3. Change in krowledge of associated
school/center activities and amount
of planning with staff at associated

scnooi/center:
‘79.
16.

3
.
KT

l=little or no change 76 72.2 1
2=moderate change 18 167
3=major change 1211

N ©
~3

Ch DN~
(OS]
~ =\0

L. Attitude toward job situation:
1=only mentioned positive aspects - o o
of job ) 91 74.0 147 88:1 .0024
2=only mentioned negative aspects - o , o
of job 7 5.7 .4 2.5
3=menticned hcth positive and -
_ negative aspects 16 13.0
— -~ 4zundecided or neutral 9 7.3 1

N
[o p ¥ I
D\

5. Use of community resources:
j?—:geido’m 40 32-5 6:3 39-
2=somet imes 49  39.8 73 45,
3=often 32 27.% 2¢ 15.

.0324

IOy

bprobability by chi-square or Fisher's exact test.

(cont inued)
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Table 11
{continued)

Response Distribution
o B - ~ PDC Comparison _
Outcome Summary Variables N % N 4 p

6. Factor 1; program adaptation to
individual children:

I=teacher individualized instruction
for each _child by having specific ] o
information on each child 63 51.6 77 b8.7 n:s:

2=teacher's records and knowiedge of
how individual children are per-

~ forming are superficial ) 16 13:1 24 15.2

3=teacher keeps specific information
in somie greas and superficial ) o L
recurds in other areas 43 35.2 57 36.1

7. Factor 2, structuring and differenti-
ation of activities in language and matk:
I=teacher structures math_and language
same ] 69 56.6 113 71.5 .06280
2=children choose math and language
arts lessons; various activities
go on at same time 6 13.1 11 7:0
3=teacher vari»: -rween teacher struc-
ture and ¢k’ o ¢ vicre of lessons
sl BetweZ. vnvs Gotivities and o o
- diffaren: 5 _cigities S 35 28.7 34 21.5
b=:pzchir 2lways sllows some child
choice; has a few different o
activities 2 1.6 0 0

0y,

8. Factor 3, efforts to involve parents
and the home:

I=teacher always makes efforts to :
involve parents 65 53.3 69 43.7

2=teacher never makes efforts to

~involve parents S 22 180 53 335

3=teacher sometimes makes efforts to N S

~ involve parents ) ) 25 20.5 35 22.2

L=teacher consistently makes some . s . o
effort to involve parent 0 8.2 7 0.6

®probability by chi-square or Fisher's exact test.
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Table 11
‘continued)

Response Distribution
o 7 - N ~ PDC Comparison
Outcome Summary Variables N - % N 4

9. Factor &, individualization of
activities in language arts and math:
1=teacher 51Wé?§ works with entire e B e o
class ) , o 33 75 7.5
2=teacher always works withn
individual children 36

N N
L ~i |
. .

(o« N W

35 22.2

3=teacher vacillates between working

with entire class and with E - o
~ individu~1 children N L 14 11.6 0 . 6.3
Lk=teacher siways works with small

groubs 38  31.4 38 2b.1

‘.

®Probability by chi-square or Fisher's exact test.

51
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The third varlable summarlzes two perceptlon of cHange |tems- khdwiédgé

of and amount of planning’ wnth the Fssociate school or Head Start center.

(The first ftem shows a sugnlflcant group dlfference the second does not:)

Although there is a trend for PDC teachers to report greater change in
know!edge aqqiplanniggithan comparisor. teachers, the group differences
on thlS compos:te variable are not sighiflcant

differences in teachers attutude; toward their job situation. When teacher

responses to pach ‘of these five items are apportioned into ''only those

who menti compar

positive aspects of their job," 88% of the comparison teachers

dWith only 74% of PDC teachers) are in this category: And; of

-0 . those who ”gm]yimegt|ggeginegat|veaaspects of their jOb " only 3% are

comparison teachers, contrasted with 6% of PDC teachers. The cons i:tency

of these job satlsfactlon i tems ?avorlng comparison teachers is5 puzzling

at this bdiht and reasons for it will be sought. ;

The fifth variable summarizes two items concernlng gse of commuruty

resources in the classroom, neither of which has shown sianificant group

differences individually. - However, when combined, the items significantly
distinguish between PDC and compariscn teachers. Over one-fourth of PDC

teachers (28%) reported that they Moften'' used community people of resources

in thelr c]assrooms, compared to only 15% of comparlson teachers.

Factor prof:les The last four summary variables are those cthtrUCted

\ from the four fectors resulting from the factor analysis of the Global _
Ratings.. G]oba! Ratings factors were analyzed by chi-square analyses of

four Eaiegorres of responses:. 1) teachers who' were on]y rated at the low
end of the 1-to-5 continuum of all the items in the factor; 2) teachers

who were rated at the high end ‘of the continuum of all the items in the

factor; 3) teachers who were rated at both-ends of the contintum; and L4)

teachers who were only rated in the middle; e.q. received a ‘3" rating.

L

,. F&ctor I: Program adaptatzon to zndivzdha ‘kiidﬁéﬁ. fﬁéra ié no

_difference between PDC and comparisor teachers ai. interviewers' judgments
of the degree to which each teacher®s ir-tructional planning and record
keeping reflects comprehensive krowledge and understanding -of the needs"

of und|v1dual children.

.

b

Factor 3: Structuring and dtfférentzatzon of activities in language

and math. ATthough ratings for teachers in both groups were clustered at

the "teacher structure' end of the continuum rather than the ''ehild choice"
end, fewer PDC teachers were at the liteacher structure''’end. (57% versus 72%)
and more PDC teachers were at the 'ichild choice'" end {13% versus 7%) Thus,

they were rated as provudlng more varied language and math activities and

allowing more child choice in those activities than comparlson teachers.

< K X
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Efforts to imvolve parents and the home. PDC teachers

Frrgor 3:
were judged as 7!qgig[e§§§F eff9[E§75b§g comparison teachers to involve
parents in the ciassroom and tc coordinate children's home and school

experiences. A higher percentage (53%) of FDC teachers clustered at the
"teacher effort’’ end of the continuum than comparison teachers (44%),

and a lower percentage (187) of PDC teachers clustered at the ''no effort”
end of the continuum than comparison teachers (353) .
F:cto” 45 Iﬁd’did&dl"édtibh bf détivitiés in Zaﬁguddé dﬁd ﬁat%

work with the entire class during language and math activities: Instead,
they uorked fiore frequpntly with |nd|VIdua1 children (30% versus 22%)

and worked more frequently with small groups (31% versus 24%). PDC teachers
thus seem to individualize instruction in language and math much more than
comparison teachers.

ar
dactors s:multaneously PDC and comparlson profi.e: were found to differ
icnificantly, indicating that the lack of significant difference on
ac:or 1 combines with the significant. dif ference€ on Factors 2, 3, or b
te procuce an overall difference favoring PDC that is quite ellable
(F=2:57Z: d.f.=4, 252: p=.042).

Distussion Owgfiﬂdinﬂﬂ

ses at the item level and summary varlable levei of (25°on<es

cher Interview revoal that there are significant group Sifferences

téachers in wné three major areds of interest: xnd:vndualnzatlon

Oﬂc' abpkdaCh; teacher planning with other teachers, and parent
"the first area, two of the three Global Ratings factors

i with i38i¢icaaliiéi?65 of instruction indicate that more PDC

mars tman corparicon teachers allowed child choice; provided a wide

v oE ec:?u.\.es in language »-d math; and worked with individuals

11 croups nf children.

3
D
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)
Ze 6

0l
U
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e
Lot
C
30
lrer ¢t

~i s~ other *eachers °DC rea'he s reported

anning wi
S ticipation in curriculum committees than comparison
e ~“reater increase in knowledge of what goes on in the
ead. Start center
T-_ ia-gest and most frequent diffo: 's bet.2en the two groups
bl - :he Zrocn o f sarent involverent. -3C tea. ers reported more
I--. 9 +isAai -arent behaviors in the . -ssroom, and more positive attitudes
Gt BareRt miolviemen:t than comparison teachers. This self-report data
caligated v oimtervi Clobal Ratings =f the teachers' rosponses:
tor 3L owmion oo three Global Ratings concerning parert
- ~prr . and j;i,"., ‘udsV?dJ;I Global Ratings about parent invo!vement
5t ~c+ fzcior i. aith the others; showed sianificant ifferences
~ o srf cormLG i

<on teachers in terms of their eff to involve
r» Home and school activities.
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Teacher Outcomes Regardless of Treatment

Once program-related impacts are identitied, it is important to
establish the extent to which variables other than the ediucational program
cont; ibute to outcomes, and then to attempt to separate thefconterutlons

of treatment from those of other factors. The present section. takes up
the first of these issues.
Fnrst we dnscuss a set of potential prednctor or independent variables;

next, a set of teacher outcomes for which relatlonshlps with teacher out-
Cbmes are explored; third, the methods used; and, finally, the results
obtained.

The Set of Potential Predictor Variables

Two categories of variables are consiaered in this preliminary examination

of variable relationships independent of treatment: 1) teacher background

characteristics, including lerngth of time at current school and reason for
being at current school, and 2) site.

Teacher background characteristics are clear candidates for predictors
of teacher impacts. From the pool of variables available, four were selected:

1. Ethnicity: it is anticipated that this variable will be confounded

with site, since there are clear differences in the proportions

of teachers of different ethnic groups by site:

2. Teacher's educationsl level: educational level frequently has
an_ impact on a variety of outcoiie measures, but the-> is little
evidence to suggest direction of impact on the outcomes of
interest in this study.

3. Length of time at current school: this may affect the program's

impact on teaching staff. A dominant point of view is that teac-

who have been in the school for a number of years {predating PDE)

are more set in their teachlng approaches and are therefore less

likely to be interested in implementing a new educatuona] treatment,
whereas teachers new to the school are more open to tack}ing a

new program.  _
g ~—
L. Reason for teacher employment at current school: this may affect
program impacts in that teachers invited to be in a school probably

were recruuted because their teachnng style matched that of the

school. Teachers who were assigned to schools and had no choice

in the matter ght have tecChl"F oh losophies that conflict with

those of the s.hool which coulc .der program implementation.
J
64
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Site is an important alternative to program treatment as a predictor

variable, but one clearly re]ated to treatment. Because the PDC gu:delunes
offer ch:izas in the way the guidelines are met, the PDC program must be
Viewed as avi implementation of one idea in eleven different ways, ore to
a site; for this reason, site-related variation in_outcomes i$§ related to

treatment-related variation. On the Gther hand, site-level differences

in other domzins separate from educational treatment--for example, in

teacher background characteristics such as ethnlcnty--Suggest that site

as an explanatory variable must be considered to a large extent also as a

centributing factor diiferent from the educational treatment: In short,
both treatment-related and treatment -:ndependent sources of varlatson in
outcomes may be bound together nn the exp]anatory varnab]e snte The

l?ble 12

The Set of Teacher Outcomes Used_as Dependent \arisbles

1+-ms or sca]es were cons:dered for dependent varxab}es for these ana]yse<

iT they seemed meaningfuliy related to desired teacher outcomes of the PDC

program The set of program outcomes showing impacts of PDC was lncludeo

and other variables were added to it.

Analytic Approaches Employed

A variety of analytle metkuqs are used becaJSe rost of the dependent
variables are rominal of ordinal in scale; the majority of analyses involve

formation of the appropriate contingency table: Interpretations of variable

xnterre]atlons is limited to two variable relatlonshlps Since the number

of empty cells and cells with very few subjects would otherwise rapidly

become unmanageabie:

Measures of zssociation are not presented: Instead, significance

tests wnth,]evele at or be]ow O> are used as estimates of the existence

Results of Analysis

~ Table 13 summarizes the findings of the analyses. The associations
identified are described next.

Effects of teacher background characteristics. Both teacher ethnicity
and education were examined for their efféect on the tescher outcomes:

Ethnicity is significantly related to four of the 12 teacher outcomes

examined: As Table 13 shows; there is no clear trend separating the four

- ethric groups consustent]y across the teacher outcomes. For instarce,

Hispanic teachers reported higher rates of attendance at committee meetings

Cn
<
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Table 12

Teacher Interview Independent and Dependent Variables

. \Hether oF not teacher has had training in child development

Independent Varighles

Teacher background characteristics

ethnicity

[+ 1]

educational level

[l

length of years at current school

0O

'd. reason for being at current school (assignsd, recruited)

Dependent Variables.

Degree of committee participation by teacher

Number of parents invelved in classroom activities
Aitiiddé'toward more parent involvement in school/class

Change in knowledge of and amount of planning done with teachers
in associated Head Start center or elementary school

Dsgree of job satisfaction

Degree of proaram adaptation to individual chiisgren

Degree of structuring and differentiation of activities in
language arts and math

Degree to which teacher tries to involve parents

Degree of individualization of languaye arts and math activities

Frequency of multicultoral classroom activities




Table 13

‘Relaticnships Betwieen Predictors and Dependent Variables on the Teacher Interview Regardless of Treatient’

PREDICTOR VARIABLES
| Nomber of
~ IReason for | VYears at
S Ediicational | Belng ! | Current
Ethnlclty Level School l School
E—( (H=261) (W=28s; | _ (e
o R N
- N N + ¢ Y * I
c - - - ¢ [P < C 0 il n
" c X Q Q@ =t b3 o | * L L P .
a | n | v | @ Foloe o B I S
. 1) " f v < |0 73 - . 1] > . Site
— 1 =10 | =] £ |0 |0 g v c ”"i 0 SN
DEPENDENT VARIABLES y x| <@ |3 |opry <~ v h ] (k)
|, Frequency of teacher partici- | nghb il
pation of committees: : GA;FL;MD, T
I=high frequercy 283 165.9 20.0 46.5 42.4 ns. n.s. n.s Low: (4,01
y : : ' ' e - o 4, Ml Un i
2, Number of parents who are in- b
T Righ™: [0;
volved in specific school/class -
sctvities: ol
_ S S o | TKWA
|=none 7] 7.9 0.0 0.9 BB N8 B6 ns. 2.9 388 Low: AT,
2=s0me parents '52.6 %00 4.8 0.6 3.1 65.9 48.3 S4.§ 4h.0 | MD.IUT
3=mos t béréﬁts o 3.5 0 30.3 145 26.8 16.5 16, l 22.3 17:2
3. Teacher attitude toward ore figh’: i,
parent involvement in school/ FL,MD M,
class: ‘ U
e - , TR - - Low: CA,C0,
lﬂmmwenhww H?iiiiim& Lhh 363 6.4 n.s. n.s. AW
b; Change in knowledge and amount
of planning done »ith associated - B
Head Start center/school 133 n.s. n:s. n:s; n.s. n.s.

%onpleted cells indicate significant relationshiss, p < .05,

b”ngh sites are those that reported none of this behavior; i.e.;

sites are those that reported 1ess of this behavior, ite:;
O

S Z

site mests were below the overall mean.

site means were above the overall mean. "Low"
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Table 13
(continted)

PREDICTOR VARIABLES

hnlcity

E—( )

Edicat ional
Level

{N=281)

Reason for
Being I

T Namber of

Current
Schoo!

(v278)

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Hispanic
Black:
wWhite:

Asian
.

CDA--BA

MA+-i

MA

Clred: i t
| Foward
k 4

Invi ted:

<5 vyrs.
=5 Yrs.,

St
{=282)

5. Job satisfaction:
"=only mentioned positive
aspects

2=mentioned positive and nega-
tive aspects

3=onily meritioned riegative

_ aspects _
k=undecided or neutral

283

n.s.

n.s.

81100

76.2 90.7
2.5

5.8

N O

g™ (T,
TAMDMI,
WA
Low: (A,C0,
GA,FLUT

b. Use of community resources:
[=seldon
2=50met imes
J=often

283

n.s.

n:s.

3.1
9.2
1h:k

%.3
38:1
25.6

fi.S.

7. Program adaptation to indi= -
vidual children:
|=teacher individualizes in-
struction for each child by
having specific information
cn each child
22 seacher has specific infor-
mation on same areas and
superficial records in
~other areas
3=teacher's records and know-
lecae of how individual chil-
dren are performing are
superficial

280

—

5 0.0 8.5 5.9

20:0 60:0 52:b 35:0

2.5 0.0 19.0 9.

n.s.

n.s.

|

n.s.

High': CA,
0,07, 64,
IAHD, 4T
tow: FEM;
TX VA

Q 7
ERICii gites are those that reported ione 0
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<itec are those that reported less of this

f this behavior; i:e;; site means were above the overall mean. "Low’
behavior, i.e., site means were below the overall mean.
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: PREDICTOR VARIABLES
i | T umber of
~|Reason for | Years at
: Educational | Being in | (urrent
Teble 13 2 Ethniclty Leie!l | Schosl | Schaol |
(continued) ™ (266 | (%=281) (N=280) | (N<278)

Site
(K=283)

COA~-8A!
tnvited.
>5 yrs.,

Black
White

Assigned

Hispanic:
Asiarny

1
-

| DEPENDENT VARIABLES N

8. Stricturing and differentiation
of activities in language arts
and math:
I=children stricture; different| ) B L
Cactivities are cngoing | 280 n.s. n.s. ns. [ 1RO 2.5 Highd: €T
2=teacher and children consis- FLQIA:HI"
tently sharé Structuring of | S '
A PR 5| S
lessons B e B N R T X
3= teacher-vacilTates betucen D
teacher structure and child- o
ren structure and between
activities. . 2.5 2.3
li=teacher structures; all B
activities are the sane |52 72

9; Efforts to involve parents and
the home:
|=teacher tries to involve o
parents 280 n.s. n.s. ns. n:s.
I=teacher consistently nakes High: oA,
some effort to involve N .06
parents | UT; i
J=teacher vaci1lates between | Low: 1A 1D,
TERIHQ s§m§”§ff0rt and no | I, THHA
~effort to involve parents .
li=teacher makes no efforts to |
invoive parents ) . o

b ives are those {HaE reparted none oF this behaulor, 1.e:, site neans were above the overall vt Lo
ERIC¢ those that reported less of this behavior; i.2., site means were below the overall mean. . o
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PREDICTOR VARIABLES

number of

. |Reason for | Years at
Edicational | Being In | Current

Table 13 tthntc by Leiel | Sthool ! School
(continued) L (NedRR) | (Ne201) (§280) | (We278)
v I ,

R N I P R -2 I T T

m C X 2 a |-t § o v L L
- ———— g a e sl e S 2w | w | St
T - - . v - 2 e |[a i 0} = M i
| DEPENDENT VAR'ABLES gz <|@ |3 |ofprrs |- ¥l|A ) (§8

10, Individua’ization of activi-
ties in language arts and math:

Isteacher werks with individwall |

~ children | 2719137.5 20.0 22.0 4.9 n.s. n:s. n.s.

J=teacher consistently works
With entire class and indi- |A,MIUT
vidual students during math tew: CA,C0;
and language arts 2.5 20.0 22.0 2.1 CT,GA;H0,7X,

High': FL,

=
°© 3-teacner yacillates be' «een WA
working with iwdividial | |
“children and entire class 20,0 2.0 2k 731
L=teacher works with entire o
ciass 10.0 0.0 53.6 4.7
i]. Frequency of multicultural T LM ’
classroom activities: T
: - - | _ bow: 80005
J=at least monthly 281 : n:s: f.s. n.s. _i_i};ﬁB;TX;HT;
WA

figh': 0,

12, Teacher training in child

deveiépméhii | GB;JA;MD;TX,
. o U U S
J=yes . 283 n.s. n.s. n.s. 15 o AT,
N AJ FEMI
" P —— ! -y sy o . 4 Y Q A

'b n
oV ”W gh” sutes are thos: ‘hat reported none of thus behaV|or, i.8.; Site means were above the :’: s}t oean, i
sites are those that *«; J<ted less of this behavior; i.e., site means were below the overal] mean:

O
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than the other groupS' they also were rated as spending more time WOrkung
with individual children than the other ethnic groups. Higner percentages
of b]ack and Hispanic teachers than whlte,teacher$ reported that more of -
their parents were involved in certain school activities. Because the.
sites are dlfferent |n thelr proportlons of teachers by ethnlc group, it

and teacher outcomes are ir ract zenfounded with site dxfferences There

is a strong likelihood that significant re]atlonshlps between eth-'- groups

-

and teacher outcomes are in fact confounded with site-level d- 2
in proportiuns of teachérs by ethnic group:

Teacher 'S educatlona] level was significantly related tc .+ of
the 12 dependent variables; both dealing with parent involveme .. ..cachers
at the intermediate level of education (credit toward a masier's degree)
reported more parent involvement than teachers in the two other categories.

Paradoxically, teaciiers at the highest level of education {master's degree

and beyond) expressed the most positive attitude tow:rd parznt invoivement
in the classroom. This is interesting in that the data reflect a discrepancy
between teacher attitudes and teacher behaviors.

Length of time at current school was related to four teacher outcomes:
number of parents involved in school activities; job SatisFaCtIdn claésrbdm

of activities in math and ]anguage. Teachers who had been at the school

for more than £4ve years more cften reported that none of their parents
were involved in certain school actuvutues, were more satisfied with their
job, and were rated by interviewers as having a2 more struc*ured approach

tc p]ann:ng langiilage and math act'V|t|es. Teachers with f:ve years or less
of teaching experience at their s.hcol reported ore parent irvolvement

in classroom activities, and mere {iequent use + community resouirces in.

the classroom. These newer teschers were rated ., .nterviewers as allowing

children to structure their language and math activities and providing

more varlety in types of activities in these areas:

~ Reason for being in school (aSSIQned or recruited) was significantly
re]ated o only one dependent variab]e JOb satnsfactlon Teachers who

Thié |nd|ng lends support to the importance of person/environfent flt in

JOb satlsfactlon since the teacher's self-selection or recruitment may.

liaive been due ro a perceuvod match between individual teacher and school

program. This congruence of teacher and program was related, then; to

greater JOb satisfaction, but not to any of the otter outcomes

,,,,,,,

Effeocts of site. There were sugnnflcant differences brtwecn s teas
for ten of 12 teacher outcomes examined. !n order to estz: ~ ° whe a-
there were consistent differences between sites in levels ichei- behas .or
and attitude, sites were classified for each outcome as above or below

the overall variable mean: This means that for the outcome ''committee
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average rrequency of teacher participatlon. Fuve sites--Georgia, F]ﬂrlda,
lowa; Texas- and Utah--nad vaiues above the mean for six to seven of the
ten outcomes show:ng site differences; all othér sites had five or less
outcomes be]ow the mean.  Thus; no |nd|v1dual site consu:tently |nfluenced

on a maJorrty of the outcomes.

Summa(xrand DLSCUSSIOH of Findings

A number of variables have been identified in this section as bexng
related to- tezcher outcomes; regardless of educationai treatment. Site
effects occur.for all but two of the outcomes examined; they do not appear,
however, to rank the sites consisterntly in the same order. Ethnic membership,

as we show in the next section; has effects that -are confounded with those

of site. Teacher education was related to two outcomes concerning behavicr

and attitude toward parents. - Teacher: with higher educational levels are
assocnated w1th a more p05|t|ve attltude toward parent lnv0|vement whlle

relationships (four) with teaéﬂau behaviors and attitudes. Teachers who

had taught 2t the school for more thar five years were associated with

more_job satisfaction, less. parent~|nvo]vement, and more teacher strocture

in planning and carrying out language and math activities: More cnild
structuring of language arts and math activities, more parent involvement

and ﬁoré Frequent use of community resources were associated with teachers
wHo bat “n at the school fo- leéss than six years. Finally, as expected, .
teaco’rs who ask=d or were recvuites to tezch in a school waere more satisfied

with _"eir jobs than teaehers who hac been assigned tc their schools.

Effect of the independent Variables on PDC Program lmpacts

“his question explores, in a preliminary fashion, the notion of alter-
nat-.e eXplanatzons of treatmenc re]ated dufference: !n teache| outcomes

tie predfctors in assoclatvon wuth Leather outcomes.

) For the independent variables other than site, one question is askad:

for all of those independent-dependent variable pair< displayed in Tabie 12

in the preceding section, does the preductor, or independent variable;

iﬁteratt with educational treatment7 This guestion can also be exoressed

is there a significant relation between educational! treatment and a given

as:
teacher outcome, if one controls for the effects of an independent vajnab1e

71
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The major question for the variable sit2 is: are treatment-related

differences in teacher outcomes manifest at only some sites; or are they
present in all or most s:tes7 in order to approach this quest:on systemati-
cally, two specific questions are asked for all outcome variables for which

overall site effects were notec in Table 13:

e Is there a significant difference between treatment groups at

some sites?

lf S|tes showxng S|””|f|cant d:fferences are left out is there

at the remalnlng sites?

The Sets of Variables Examined

The sets of predictor and dependent variables examined to answer this

question are the same as those given in the preceding section; the ]nstung
of Table ]2 above can again be used as a quick reference gunde Note that
four .of the outcome variables were not,sngnxfncantly related to program,
but interactional analyses were carried out as an exploratory procedure.

Analytic Procedures

Most of the teacher outcomes are of nominal or ordinal scale; in most

cases, for *h:s reason, ana]ytlc approaches involved the examlnatnon of

cont ingency tab]es. The effects of controlling for predictors are ascer-
tained by using cont:ngency tables .at each level of the independent variable:
Determlnatlons of the exnstence of nnteractlons are based on dec:510n ru]es

of effects across independent varlab]e ]eve]s and are illustrated in the

example of Figure 1 presented in Ehapter 111.

Results of Analyses

Table 14 summarizes findings; the interactions identified
are described below.

The effects of site and ethnicity. For eight of the twelve outcomes
for teachers there were PDE-comparison group differences at speC|f|c sites.

For on]y one outcome; ''number of parents involved in specific school

activities," did the significant overall treatment effect remain after the

sites showing significant differences were removed: This suggests that

PDC-comparison group differences for most outcomes were restricted to
specific Sites.

Q z;i'
ERIC | 7
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Table 14

veraction Between Treatrent and Predictor Variables with Dependent lariables”

T | COUATIONL LEVEL
- ETHNIEITY (N=266) (b))

~ PREDICTOR VARIABLES

SITE.
(ve283)

MA T

Dieral \idlvidual|Overal | Effects

- Treatnent | | Site | for Remaining
 Dependent Varlables | Effect | N | Effects | Sites

i; %réqUéncy,of teacher part “.7 |

thh Qn_?oTT{ttees: o ?%Ei,tdi B B

|=high frequency - PsC | 263 | MDHISUT n.s. n.s. s

[ Towa rid’ MA

CDA—-BA!
Credit
[MA L,

Hispanic

Aslan
Black
White:

2. Nunker of parents involved = !

specific school/class activitie- > it b | C
l=none St et | o3 om0 | 0 ise Be B s
2=507e parents ! 1A %3 4.1 i7:8 50:0 5.3 45.2

3=most parents 294 16.8 5.2 5.0 18.1 198

— s

3. Teacher éttitude toward parent % |
|nyolvement in school/class: i ﬁ}t;ﬂtd; | B
n.s n.s. n.s.

lpositive attitule  PU |25 T s N

b, Amount of change in knowledge of
and anount of planning done with |
- gssociated Head Start center/ )
elementary school: ;
I=none -5 133 ] 0P D n.s. n.s. 61.9 8.1
2=noderate P>(: M! 2.k 9.5
3=major 8.7 2.5,
B -_-'-.-—L : A ——

app*gplet'ed ells indicate significant piec .for interaction uith edicational treatment, p < 05, 99
.”nl\} .




Table 14

" {continaed)

PREDICTOR UARIABLES

SITE
(#=283)

ETRNICITY {H=266)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
(=281

Dependent Variables

Overall
Treatrient
Effect

Indivdual
Slte
Effects

Overall Effects
for Remali:hg
Sites

Hispaniic:
Asiamn

81 aék‘
WHi te:

MA|
. MAA

CDA-BA
Credit
Toward

A,

5: Job satisfaction:

I=only mentioned reasons for
staying at school

- Z=nentioned reasons for both

leaving and staying

3=only mentioned reasons for
leaving school

beundecided

E>P

283

|

ns.

n.S.

e

6.

Use of community - resources:
]=se]dom
2=somet imes

P>¢

283

7. Factor 1; progran adaptation to

individual children:

I=teacher individual izes instrucs
tion for each child by having
specific infonation on each

~child

2=teacher has specific informa-
tion in some areas and super-
ficial records in other areas
3=teacher's records and knowledge

~of how individual children
perform are sugerficial

n.s.

280

n.s.

—e—

Predictor outcome pairs showing a significant relationship but no interaction with treatment.
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Table 1
{continued)

PREDICTOR VARIABLES

(=283

SITE

EHIEITY {e256)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
(h=281) |

dieral]
Treatnent
Fffact

Iidiv1dual
Slte
Effects

berl | ffects
for Remaining
—Sltes |

Hispanic

+

Blaak:
Whilte:

CAS T an:

Toward MA

CDA-BA!
Clredit

MA+-

MA

- Dependent Varlables
8. Factor 2, structuring and dif-
ferentiation of activities in
language arts and math:
|=children structure; different
_activities are ongoing
J=teacher and children consis-
tently share stroctoring of
lessons
3=teacher vacillates between
teacher structare and child
structure and between sane
activities and different
Cactivities
b=teacher structures; all acti-
vities are the same

CﬁP for
teacher
structure

280

0sP for
teazher
structure:
(7, Ml

n.s.

n.s.

9. Factor 3, efforts to involve
parents and the home:
parents o
2=teacher consistently makes
sone effort to involve parents
3=teacher vacillates between
some efforts and no efforts
to involve parents
b=teacher makes no efforts to
involve parents

Ps(

i
[T, WA

DS

n.s.
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Table b
(continued)

PREDICTOR VARIABLES

ETHNICITY (ie266)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
(N=281)

SITE
(1263

Degendent Varlables

Drerall
Treatment
Effect

Individeal
Slte
Effects

Orerall Effects
for Remaining
§tes

!
T Hispanic
As i ar

Black:
White

Toward | MA
MA . MA+-

CDA-BA
Credixt:

\0. Factor b, individual ization of

activities in \anguage arts and

math:

l=teacher works with individual

_ children

2=teacher consistently works
with entire class and indi-

vidual students

F=teacher vacilates between
working with individual stu-

dents and entire class

l=teacher works with entire class

P<C_for
working
with entire
class

0

PsC for
working
with in=
dividual
children:
M, T
C>P for
working
with in-
dividual
children:

{7

n.s.

L A A
B 50 247 5.0

48 0 9.6 5.8

g —-
—_— |
- .

(W N WPV N

[ R o ]
—~—

ON Wy
N LA
< O
| e TN —
AT |—

n.s.

I1. Frequency of multicultoral
classroon activities:

l=at least nonthly

n.s.

28

el

n.s.

n.s.

12: Teacher training in child
. development:

1=yes

n.s.

283

;P5tl Hi

n.s.

n.s.

n.s.

—

Bredictor outcone pairs showing 2 significant relationship but 1o interaction with treatnent.

N
~

—
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Sites at which sngnlflcant dlfferences were found were not. with one
exception, consistently the same ones:. Only in Michigan were significant
differences found in five of the treatment-related outcomes.

Treatment differences in teacher outcomes varied by ethnic group,
but appeared clearly related to site- -specific treatment differences.

Thus, when sites showing s:gnnflcant differences between treatment groups

were removed, the interactions of ethnicity and treatment also tended to

disappear. Only for two variables, ''number of parents involved in c]ass-
room activities' an “lnduvndual|2at|on of language and math activities,

could specific differences between treatments befexpla:ned, in part, by”
ethnicity and not site. For 'number of parentS involved in schoo] " both

black and white PDC teachers reported significantly more parent |n»o‘vement
than biack and ~white comparison teachers Also PD’ b]ack teachers were

and math than comparison black teachers; and comparison white teachers
were slgnnflcant]y more often rated as working with the entire class {as
opposed to individual students) than white PDC teachers:

Effacts of other background variables. OtKer variables examined for
interaction effects with treatment on various teacher outcomes are:
educational level; reason for being at school; &nd number of years at

current school. Each sﬁawéa treathentfrelated cifferences for specific
teacher outcomes; but very few interacted significantly with treatment.

‘ teacher outcoiies, ”change in knowledge and planning," ellmlnatung the lack

of treatment effect at the lowest educatlonal lerel. PDC teacrers with

only a bachelor's degree reported a much greater increase than comparison

teachers of the szme educational level in knowledge of the associated

school, despite no overall treatment effect.

|nteract slgnnfncant]y wnth treatment for any of the twelve teacher outcomes.

But it is interesting that, for five of the twelve outcomes, the significant

PDC-comparison group differences were e]nmlnated for teachers who had been
at their school for six years or moré. For most of the other background
variables; significant PDC-comparison group differences washed out at one

or another level, but the overall treatment effect still remaining. However,
for the var:able "number of years at current school;' the significant.

dnfferenCes were eliminated on]y at one level--that of the more experuenced

teachers. Thus PDC teachers who had been at their school for less than

six years still had more favorable attitudes toward parent involvement than
comparison teachers, used community resources more, allowed more child

choice and provided more variety in activities, and worked more with ‘individuals

and small groups. And ''‘newer'' comparison teachers still showed more satis-
faction with extrinsic job satisfacticn indicators. -

78



Of Lhe other lndependent variables; only 'educational ]eve]” s:gnl-

flcantly interacted with treatment, and that occurred with an outcome on

which no significant PDC-comparison group differences appeared overall:
ichange in knowledge and planning.'' . At the lowest educational level,
PDC teachers showed a much greater increase in knowledge and plannlng than

comparison teachers.

Summary of Program Impacts on Teachers

PDC- comparlson group . d:fferences favornng PDC teachers in the three major
areas of interest: individualization of |n°tructlona1 approach part:cu- o
patlon in aec15|0q -making and planning; and parent involvement. The spec ific

findings are:
. individuaiiéétibﬁ .of instructional approach:

PDC teachers allowed more child choice than comparz§o@ Eegghers,

prov,aea a wzdew variety of activities in language and math; and
worked more with individuals or with small groups than with Zarge

aroups-
@ Particioation in decision-making and planning:

PDC tezachers reporied szanuficantly more partzczpatzon in

eurriculun committees unan comparison teachers.:

PDC teachers reported more change toward a greater knowLedge

oF what goes on in the associated school or Head Szart center. -
e Parent involvement:

PDC *eachers wppop,ed involving parents in nontraditional
activities in the clissroom much more often than comparison
teachers.

PDC teachers had morve posi itive attitudes toward parent
involvement than comparisor. teachers.

In addition, PDC teachers reported more frequent ise of or discussion of
community resources in the classroom than compar:son teachers. And PDC
teachers were less satisfied with extrinsic job satisfaction. indicators

than comparison teachers. (The umpllcatnons of this latter finding are

unclear at this time, but must nevertheless be reported: )

Teacher outcomes regardless of program effects. Of the five independent

varisbles that influenced teacher cutcomes regardiess of program effects,

"site'' seemed to have the most pervasive effect. Site effects occurred for

ten of the 12 teacher outcomes excmined, but no individual site or sites was

O
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rated ronsrstently above other sites on all of *he outcomes HOWQvEr
five sites had ratings above the mean for seven of the twelve oY ‘Qomes.
of the teacher background characteristics that were possible pfe“ic .ors;
"ethnic membership'' effects were confounded with site, ''teache¥ duc§tibh”
was significantly related to two outcomes; ''length of time at S5CNggl
with four,; and "recruited or assigned" with only one:

Teachers at the intermediate ]éve] of educatlon (credlt tOWQPd a
master's degree) reported more parent nnvolvement than teacheré SEN the
other two levels, while teachers at the highest level of educaﬁlQ“ (master's
degree and beyond) reported the most positive attitudes toward ™re parent
involvement in thé school.

Teachers with less Iongev:ty at their school reported more. parent

nnvolvement in specnflc activities in the classroom, more Treque t use
of community resources in the c]assroom less satnsfact on with Xtrlns:c
job satisfaction indicators, and a more individualized edycat io"d1 approach:

Teachers who were nnvnted or asked to be at the:r school 6xp’essed

‘more job satisfaction than teachers who were assigned involunia ly.

Effect of independent variables on treatment: Of the indePSNdent

variables examined for their interaction with treatment, site in eracted

most frequently, but, with the exception of one site, the 5ites At which
significant dlfferences were found were not cons:stently the sale. The
only other independent varuab]e to interact significantly with F eetment

was ''educational level,' wWhich resulted in a PDC-comparison grodP difference
favoring PDC teachers on an outcome for which there was no main . "eatment
effect, ''change in knowledge and planning. " At the lowest_ aduca Tonal

Tevel, PDE teachers showed a much greater increase in knowleige 2hg pighning

than comparison teachers

- Classroom ObservatLonASystém, Analyses of the Classroom obSQFVGtIGH
System revealed that PDC teachers. did, in fact, individualize l" tryction

in the classroom more than comparlson teachers by providing 3 w %Ry Varlety
of activities. While comparison teachers had neater and more 0 193N 2e4
classrooms than PDC teachers,; made children wait less often, an Weras petter
managers; PDE teachers showed more evidence cf acc0mmodat|0n5 for Nandicapped

children:

a
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Vi
SUMMARY OF IMPACT ON TEACHERS :

~ The PDC program's major goal is to enhance children's social competence
by providing them with a continuous, individualized educational experience
and health and social services. In order to bring about this continuity

of experience, PDC programs were to establish institutional mechanisms

that would encourage withir and across-grade communication and Head Start/
public school coordination: The analytic model. of PDC (described in
Chapter 1) posits these institutional changes 3s promoting changes in

teachers which will in turn impact on parents and ultimately on children.

The evaluation methodology developed to be responsive to this analytic

model was first implemented in the spring of 1979, by which time the program
staff at individual sites had been implementing PDC for three years (a

startup year and two years of full implementation--Head Start and kinder-
garten).

ile have studied the effects of the PDC program on the attitudes and

classroom behaviors of teachers through interviews with teachers and
observations in classrooms. Observations were conducted for the grade
one classrooms in which the PDC and evaluation students were enrolled,

and those teachers were interviewed. In addition, at other grades, we
interviewed a sample of tzachers and observed a sample of classrooms.

The evaluation covers three domains in assessing the impact of PDC..
The domains; and the instruments used to collect information in the domains;
are:

e Teacher behaviors and classroom activities. This domain includes
the physical environment that the teacher creates for the child
in the classroom (€Classroom Environment Observation), the instruc-

tional approach that the teacher employs (Classroom Activities

Record), the management style of the teacher (Focused Observation),

ahd the general climate that the teacher establishes in the class-

. room (Classroom Activities Record and Focused Observations).

e Teacher attitudes. This domain includes teachers' attitudes
toward parents and toward the school, and their personal educa-
tional philosophy (Teacher Interview). '

Teacher background characteristics. This domain refers to such
things as teacher training in child development theory, ethnicity,
nufiber of years of teaching experience; and experience in special
projects. | :
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Surimary of Findings

PDC program staff have c]early been successful in: three important
areas of teacher behavior and attitudes: teacher lmﬁieﬁeﬁtatioﬁ of an

individualized curriculum, more frequent teacher participation in formal
curriculum planning; and teacher promotion:of more parent involvement in
PDC schools and centers. .

individualization of instryction than comparison teachers in three areas:

e PDC teachers supported more child choice in p]annlng language

arts and math activities:

PDC teachers advocated a wider variety of activities in language
arts and math.

ﬁbt ‘teachers reported wcrkihg more with individual children or

The Elassroom Observation System corroborated these findings in . that PDE o
teachers were observed as provndlng a wider variety of activities in language

and math than comparison teachers Moreover PDC c]assrooms showed more
evidence of accommodations for handicapped chn]dren another indication of
individualization of instruction.

In the second important area of program impact; PDC teachers reported
more frequent partzczpatzon with other teachers on formal curriculum

committees Lhan did comparison teachers, together with a greater 1ncrease

in knowledge of what goes on at the associated school or Head Start ‘center:
Analysis of the Admlnlstrator Interview a]so revealed that PDC teachers
viere seen as partIC|pat|ng more on curriculum committees than comparison
teachers.

The third major area of irterest, parent involvement, shows very
significant differences between PDE and comparison teachers. PDC teachers

reported a greater change in the kinds of thlngs that parents do when they

. visit the classroom, more parent lnvo]vement in certain nontraditional

2. ivities in the classroom and more positive attitudes toward parent
involverient than comparison teachers.

~_ The teacher reports -about the involvement of parents validates the
self~-reports of parents; PDC parents report a greater incidence of observing
in their children's classroom and of working in the school on a paid or
volunteer basis:

classroom of community resources:. Again, PDC ‘teachers reported more frequent

use of peop]e or resources from their communlty in the classroom than

) S
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comparison teachers. PDC teachers also reported more frequent discussions
with their students about the roles and services provided by various

people in the community than comparison teachers.
The findings reported up to this point have all favored PDC teachers.

However; there were a few items which appeared to favor comparison teachers.

Analysis of one variable from the Teacher Interview and two Global Ratings
from the Classroom Observation System revealed higher outcomes for the
comparison teachers than for the PDC teachers on: satisfaction with certain
extrinsic aspects of their job situations, neatness and organization of
their classrooms, and classroom managerial skill {comparison teachers

made children wait less often than PDC teachers): A possible explanation
for the classroom environment and management findings is that efforts to

increase individualization of instriction may result in more cluttered

looking rooms and in children having to wait more for individual teacher

attention: This; of course; is not always the case, but because there

were several aspects of individualization on which PDC teachers were
rated higher than comparison teachers, it may have a bearing on the findings.
Reasons for comparison teachers reporting greater extrinsic job satisfaction

are not- apparent and will be explored in future analyses.

Interpretation of Findings

‘The success of the PDC program in influencing individualization of

cifriculum, teacher participation in informal curriculum planning, and
teacher promotion of more parent involvement is noteworthy. The sheer _
amount of work required to individuaiiié the curriculum for each chiid is
enormous. Among other things, more planning is required; more testing is
required, and a greater diversity of materials is required, all of which
necessitate devoting much more time to class preparation and record-keeping.
Given the already heavy werkload of many teachers, the significant PDC-

comparison difference in individualization of curriculum fis impressive:

Increased PDC teacher participation on curriculum committees is als
an achievement, given their workload and the national trend toward greater
centralization of curriculum decision-making. Although texts may be stan
dardized acrcss districts; decisions within buildings; and across and wit
grade levels, may still be made regarding pacing of material and emphasis,;

and this appears to be happening more in PDC schools than in comparison
schools. Further, given the traditional isolation of most teachers in

their own classrooms, the greater increase in PDC teachers' knowledge of
what goes on in another building is also a singular achievement. This
increased knowledge indicates major progress toward more coordination
between Head Start and the public schools; and is fundamental to developing
a continuous curriculum. ’

[
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The third area of PDC's effect on teachers, that of parent |nvo]vement
in c]assroom aCtIVItIeS in substantive ways, represents a sharp break wnth
tradition. ,A55|m|]at|ng parents into the g]assroom can be problemat!c for
teachers and can also represent more work for them with little visible
benefit. The fact that PDC teachers; both by word and by deed; are more
positive toward parent involvement in their classrooms than comparison

teachers is a major program achievement.

The cons-stency of these findings (1n teacher interviews and obser-

vatlons) clearly attests to the siccess of the PDC program in |nf]uenC|ng

both teacher attitudes and beHavsors. The parent descrlptnons of their
greater involvement in PDC classrooms confirm the change in attitudes and
behaviors of the teachers whose greater acceptance of parental involvement

is reflected in behaviors of parents. ~

In view of these fundings we can say that, after three years of program

implementation, PDC sites on the whole have been successful in bringing

about greater individualization of instruction, more zooérdination both

within and across schools and centers; and greater parent invol!vement iIn
specific kinds of activities in the classroom.

~
ko
g%}
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APPENDIX A

Spring 1979 Measures: Teacher Interview

Purpose

teachers would develop or adopt a contnnuous coordinated curriculum

that included a diagnostic and evaluative system for tailoring in-

Struction to the interests, needs, and abnl:tles of each child: Th:s

curriculum was expected to have certain minimal components. It was
to take é “total Chl]d” perspectlve. hea]th and nutrutlow were to be

features of their own as well as otﬁer children's cultures, and 50 on. -
~ This instrument, therefore, was developed with three purposes in
mind:
(]) to ascertatn the |mpact of PrOject Deve]cpmenta]

(2) to gather data that would help explain the impact

of PDC on participating children;

o ollect background lnformatlcn about teachers
n PDC and comparison schools that would be use-
ful for post hoc interpretation of the child and.
teacher impact flndlngs

(3)

Neatllng

domains:

° invaivement nn schccl and classroom activities that

e use of school and community resources in the class-
room;

] creatxng and maintaining a multlcu]tura] perspective

in the classroom

invcivihg parents in their children's education;

sttitudes toward parent involvement;

Y
Y
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e instructional approach:

extent of |nd|VIdua]|zat|on and sensitivity

to affective or emotional needs of children;

e changes since 1975 in philosophy, instructional
approach, interactions with administration;

o attitudes toward the school;

. (for PDC teachers) attitudes toward the PDE program.

Also included in the Teacher Interview were questions dealing with the
background and experience of the teachers:

Description

The PDC Teacher Interview has six sections which contain questions

for both comparison and PDC teachers and a seventh section with questlons

for PDC teachers only. The “irst part of the interview deals with teacher
background and contains questions about vears of teaching experience,

type of experience, and highest credential earned.

between community and school. For example, teachers are asked about their

participation on committees:- with other teachers, how quggighey observe

other classes in the building or in other schools or centers, and whether
or not they use mualticultural materna]s in the c]assroom.

_ The third section of the ?éachér ihtérviéw fociuses on parent involve-

ment activities (for example; the frequency of teacher visits to parent

"in theip homes and amount and kind of parent participation in classroom -

activities):

teach:ng language arts and math. Questions in this part of the interview
are concerned with the degree to which the teacher -injividualizes instruc-
tion, the comprehensiveness -~ the teacher's records, the amount of

teacher knowledge of the progsess of individual children, the presence

(or absence) of a diagnostic swstem, and the teacher's’ sens:t'VIty to the

affective needs of different children: These questlors are open-ended and

require the teacher to descrnbe her strategies in re]atlon to two

"average chn]dren“ who are members of her class.:

A~
| XN
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The flfth sectlon contalns questions that elicit information on the

degree of change the teacher has experlenced since PDC began in 1975 in
the use of curriculum materials,; classroom arrangement, home visits,
parent activities in the c]assroom knowledge of other classrooms
(including Head Start), use of community and multicultural resoufces,

teaching health and nutr:tlon, and nature of interactions with schoo]
administrators.

The 5|xth Sectlon focuses on teacher attntudes toward schoo] and

degree of_ teacher jOb satisfaction. The last section, for °DC teachers.only,

taps the PDC teacher's experience with the program. The section conta:ns
the same type of attitudinal _questions described above but these are

specifically related to the PDC program.

Finally, the interview contains a set of ratings which the inter-

viewer completes at the end of the interview. These ratings are based on

the interviewer's assessments of the teacher's responses to questions

about her lnstructlonal approach as we]] as her reported attitudes toward

parent involvement in the classroom and her efforts to coordinate home
and school experiences.

The Teacher Interview was administered to all PDC and comparison
school teachers who have a sample child in their classrooms. The inter-
view was also administered to one randomly selected teacher at each ‘grade

level, Head Start through third grade, in both the PDC and comparison

schools. The interviews were scheduled for a time during the first or
second day of classroom observations at the convenience of the teacher.
Generally; interviews took place during the teacher's lunch hour-or after
schooi: The interviewer was always the person who was conducting the

cbservatlons in the téachér s CIaéérbbm. More details on the Teacher



ELEMENTARY SCHOOL TEACRER INTERVIEW

Project Devalcprental Continuity Evaiuation

Toacher's Nare: . -
Last ijs: Miadle
Teacher's 10: : o Sex: M F
School: _ :
Site: __ _ ]
Interviewer: _ . - Cate:
A Time Started: - ) . Tize 3topoed: ﬁ

This interv
Foundzation.

ey o
C=ijzcrer]
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HELLO. MY NAME IS .. . 1| AM INTERVIEWING YCU IN EONNECTION WITH
THE EVALUATI-ON OF PRCJECT OIVELOPMENTAL CONTINYITY THAT 1S BEING .
CONJUCTSS 3V TED RIGE/SCOPT EDUCATIONAL 2ESEZRCH FCUNDATICM FOR THE
4O%INISTRATICN ©B82 CHILDPEN; Y2UTH AND FAMILIES ¢V WASHINETON,. THE
PURPGSE OF THE EVALUATICN IS TQ FIND OUT ABOUT THE METHODS THAT YOU

USE TO TEACH, ABOUT HOW THESE METHODS MAY HAVZ CHANGED IN THE PAST FEW
YEARS, AND ABOUT RELATIONSKIPS BETWEEN PARENTS AND YOUR SCHOOL. YOUR

ANSWIRS WILL HELP US UNDEZRSTAND HOW SCHOOLS WORK, BUT PLEASE REMEMBER THAT

ALL YOUR.ANSWERS WILL BE KEPT PRIVATE. | WILL MA!LfTH[S INTERVIEW TO THE
FOUNDATION IN MICHIGAN THAT IS DOING THE STUDY AND BY LAW ROTHING YOU SAY
HERE CAN BE PREVEALED TO ANYONE IN A WAY TRAT IDENTIFIES YCU OR YOUR
CLASSROOM. ALSD, IF THERE ARE SOME QUESTIONS YOU DON'T LIKE, YOU DON'T

HAVE TO ANSWER THEM:

Part 1. Background

THESE FlRST QUESTIONS HAVE TO DO WITH YOUR BACKGROUNE IN EDUCAT!ON AND
HOW YOU EAME TO i£ACH IN THIS SCHOOL.

1. BY THIS JUNE, HOW MANY YEARS OF t§L£4T+¥54¥55£H+h5 EXPERIENCE
WiLL YOU HAVE HAD AT EACH OF THE FOLLCWING LEVELS?

____ HEAD START
___ PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS OTHER THAN HEAD START
____ KINDERGARTEN "
GRADES ONE THROUGH THREE

GRADES FOUR THROUGH SIX

____ SECONDARY SCHOOL
': ’o’m’sé {s;séa;rysz

!

| l

Number of years:

|
|y
~J
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HAVE YOU EVER TAUSHT IN A SPECIAL OR EXPIRIM

HAVE YOU E A SPE MINTAL SCS00L PROJECT
SUCH AS FOLLOW THICUSH, TITLE |, OR A "MIGNET SCROCLY (Interviewer:
If the ressondent is a POC teacher acd “STFGRI YOU CAME 7O »o0cw

to the end of this guestion.)

No----= skiz to Guestion 3

Yes—-

WAAT WAS THE NAME OF THAT PROGRAM?

T

Reading is Funcamental (RIF)
ESEA Title |
ESEA Title {11
Maghet Schooi
. ___ Emergency School Aid Act

. Title Vil Bilingual Program

Gther (scecivv):

HOW DID YOU HAPPEN TO TEACH IN THIS SCHOCL? WERE YOU ASSIGNED,
DID YOU ASK TO BE ASSIGNED HERE, WERE YOU INVITED OR RECRUITED

TO0 TEACH HERE, OR DID YOU CCME FOR SOME OTHER REASON?
I was assignes to tescn hare.
| askad to be assigned here.

| was invited or recruited to teach hers:

|1

Other (specify):

N

THIS JUNI. W=2T DISRIZS, CHIDENTLALS SR CRIT TS TIWNLED
WILL YOU HAVE?
COA crecznczizl?
A Aig> gcnzs, ZizZiImal

-~
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7. BAVE YSU HAD ANY TRA vns— F!Th R tn 6°t EGE CCURSES OR WORKSHOPS
tN THZ AREA GF CHI

Yes—-,
- ]
3 ) B
- 8. WHAT WAS THE NATUPRE SF T43T TRAINING?
1
! ____ Mziored in Tnild Zzrelcoment as an undergraduate
i Teuw ssoT2 c2orsss as an 535é3§?§iséié
Took unnversnty courses as tne graduate level.
| . . »
' At:erdad inservice training esonssred by the
C -_— i
7 SCnI0. Or districk.
~
Attended summer institutes or workshops.
s _____CDA training:
1 _ Other (specify): |

Part 2. Frequenqy of Involvement in Various School and Classroom Activities

NEXT | WOULD LIKE TO FiND OUT HOW OFTEN YOU DO VARIOUS THINGS IN THE SCHOOL.

9. | AM GOING TO READ YOU A LIST OF THINGS YOU MAY HAVE DONE AT SOME

' TIME DURING THI5 YEAR. | WOULD LiXE YCU TG IKDICATE HOW OFTEN YOU
HAVE DONE EACH: IN ANSWERING, PLEASZ USE TRE SCALE ON THIS CARD.
(lnterviewer: Hand respondent the yellow card. Review the foliowing
scale witn him/her.)

= Never -
= About once or twice this year (less than every other month)
= About every other month ° : p

About once a month
About two to three times & mon th
About once a week or more

AN EW N, —
W

HOW OFTEN HAVE YOQU:

_a. PARTICIPATED ON COMM!TTEES OR TASK FORCES W!TH OTHER TEACHERS

AT YOUR OWN GRADE LEVEL TO PLAN CURRICULUM?

b MET INFORMALLY WITH OTHER TEACHERS AT YOUR GRADE LEVEL TO

DISCUSS EDUCATIONAL APPROACHES OR PLAN CLASSROONM ACTiVITIES?
c: PARTICIPATED ON COMMITTEES OR TASK FORCES WITH OTHER TEACHERS
FROM DIFFERENT GRADE LEVELS IN THIS BUILDING TO PLAN CURRITULUM?




d. MET INFORMALLY Ww!TH TEACHERS AT ADJACENT GRADE LEVELS.TO

DISCUSS EDUCATIONAL APPROACHES OR TO PLAN CLASSROOM ACTIVITIES?

_e. DISCUSSEL THE NEEDS OF PARTICULAR CHILDREN WITH PAST TEACHERS,

ALONG WiTH HOW THOSE NEEDS CAN BE MET?
f. DISCUSSED THE NEEDS OF PARTICULAR CHILDREN WITH OTHER
SPECIALISTS OR RESOURCE PEOPLE IN THE SCHOCL?
_g. VISITED CLASSES IN HEAD START CENTER?*
h. USED PEOPLE OR MATERIALS FROM THE COMMUNITY IN YOUR
CLASSR00M? |
i. DISCUSSED WITH YCUR CLASS THE ROLES AND SERVIEES PROVIDED
BY VARICUS PECPLE IN Trc COMMUNITY.
j. VISITED AND CBSERVED CTHER TEACHERS I[N YOUR SCHOOL.
k. USED MATEZAIALS 9R ACTIVITIES THAT TEACH MUSIC, FOOD, DRESS,
OR CUSTCHMS OF CULTERES .EP’E ENTED AMINZ Y2UT STUSENTS.
i. VISITED AND OBSERVED OTHER TEACHERS IN OTHER SCHOUOLS.
& USED MATERIALS CR ACTIVITIES THAT TEZACH PRINCZIPLES OF
HZALTA L8D NSTRITION TC YOUX STUDENTS?

Part 3. Pzren: lavolige—a2nt

4

NoWw | AM GOING TO ASH YTL SEVLE 3

PARENTS OF CHILDRIN IN VOLR Lt

15 HAVE YCu H2Z ZCCASISH TO IN YOJU&:

CLASS THIS YI~X7?
No--~-— Skiz =5 Juestion i3

!’ . Yos-sy
‘ o ie: M= e im gemii geamETi = - e Z.xe A aoa
; i TwoeINT sIRMERS THD YIE YOURIELE JIZHT AT LEAZT QLlE?

*Insert name of asscciated Head <“art cenzer.

0. - #9120




! Interviewar: Use the following codes:

1 = None . o
2 = C0n some visits
3 = On most visits

ON HOW MANY OF THE VISITS CID YOU:

a. KEEP PERENTS INFDRMED ABOUT THINGS THAT
ARE HAPPENINCE AT THE SCHOOL? )

: 7 ! I
. . P 1r~r‘,t: P . --.-_- -
B. so! 4“\-‘»"..-":9 '\' veoTHS r'p.bw- ..

c. GET INPUT FROM THE PARENT ABCUT TEACHING o

CBJECTIVES OR THE BEST APPROACHES TO .

‘ ©3E wITH THEIR IAIL3T ,
' j

d. DISCUSS THINGS THAT PARENT: CAN DO AT

HOME FOR OR WITH THE!R CHILDREN?

€. DISCUSS EDUCATIGNAL OR: SCCIAL PRGSLE..S

CONCERNING THE PARENT'S CHILD?

£. DISCUSS PARENT'S COMPLAINTS ABOUT THINGS
THAT ARE HAPPEN!NG AT THI SCHOOL?

g. Other (specify): ) o

13. ROUGHLY WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE CHILDREN IN YOUR CLASS HAVE HAD A
PARENT COME TO YOUR CLASS AT LEAST ONCE TRIS YEAR TO TALK, RELP OR
OBSERVE? DO NOT INCLUDE PARENTS WHO WORK AS PAID AIDES IN THE

CLASSROOM.

None---— Skip to Question 16

<~
o B==1
1
’
h g

14, NOW I'D LIKE TO FIND OUT SOMETHING ABOUT WHAT

— NUW
PFRENTS DI WH”N ThEY VISITED OR WORK-D IN YGUP

TLASSROOM. | WILL READ A LIST_OF ACTIVITIES AND
FOR EACH ONE | WCULD LIKE YGU TO INDICATE HOW
MANY OF YOUR PARENT VISITORS DID IT. 'AGAIN, JUST |
ANSWER 'NONE'', "'SOME', OR 'MOST.'!

Interviewer: Use the following codes:

W oHin
L
o]
3l
o

1
2
3

A-10




HOW MANY OF THE PARENTS:

‘

P v mmcatek @ b e — e n v et e

2. OBSERVED THE CLASS?
b. WENT ON F{ELD TRIPS?
c. HELPED MAKE MATERIALS?

d. HELPED PLAN CURRICULUM FOR THEIR OWN

CHILDREN?

€. HELPED PLAN CURRICULUM FOR OTHER
CHILDREN?

. HELPED CLEAN UP?
. DISCUSSED PROBLEMS AND PROGRESS OF
THEIR OWN CHILDREN?

h. AVTENDED CLASS SOCIAL CCEASIONS, SUCH

AS PLAYS, PARTIES, AND OPEN HOUSES?
i. VOICED COMPLAINTS?
j. WORKED WITH OTHER PARENTS IN THE CLASSROOM?
k. ATTENDED ROUTINE PARENT CCNFERENCES?
1. HELPED 3Y WORKING WITH CHILDREN? (If

re>pcndent snswers "‘some' or ‘most,'' agk
question 15)

Q| ~h

m. Other (specify):

YCU SAID THAT PARENTS §0m7?'ﬁ§§ HELP 'IN CLASS
BY W0 RING WITH CHILDREX. OF THOSE PARENYS WHO,
DID WORK WITE CRILDASN; HIW MANY D3 ZACH OF T4
FOLLD NYRTY INDS OF THINGS: ASAlN, JUST ANSWER
UNONE'', "'SOME'', OR 'MOST."

Interviewer: Use the fcllowing codes:

| = Naﬁé

3= Hééi -

HOW MANY OF THE P2ZINTS Wud WIRXED WiTH CxjL03g¥e

3. WORKED INBIVIDUALLY WiT= ”LiL:i‘. oN
SPECIFIC SCHROOL WORK ASSI3NMENTS?

b. WOPKED WITH SMALL GFOUPS CF CH |L§’éﬁ
CN TASKS THAT YOU (THE TEACHER) TROUG:

c. WORKED INDIVIDUALLY WITH ca,'éééﬁ oN
TASKS THAT THE PARENT THOUGHT OF?

GHT OFy

-
rg
s

a2

D



Coges:
1 = Mone  a:
2 = Soze -
3 = Most
f.
.
] ne

WOKED IN SMALL GPOU o3 0? CHILDRIN
e TASKS THUAT THE PA i? T THSUGRT

os7?

WORKED WITH THE ENTIRE CLASS ON TASKS
THAT YOU THOUGHT OF7?

. WORKED WITH THE ENTIRE CLASS ON TASKS

THAT THE PARENT THOUGHT OF?

. B‘FONSTRA:ED SP‘CIAt SKILES FOR TqE CLASS?

16: HOW OFTEN HAYE YAY HAD OTHER KINDS GF CONTACTS SUCY AS TELEPHC
NC;:S, ETC.. wiTel ZAZS CH'LD'S FARINTS THi3 YEART WIULD YCu ¢
. NEVER
_____ﬁéﬁUT ONCE OR TWICE THIS YEAR N
__ ABOUT EVERY OTHER MONTH
__ ABOUT ONCE A MONTH

ABOUT TWO TC THREZ TIMES A MONTH

ABOUT ONCE

A WEEK CR MORE

A LOT OF PEOPLE THAT WE HAVE SPOKEN WITH HAVE SEEN BGTH ADVANTAGES AND

D!SADVANTAGES WITH HAVING PARENTS MORE INVOLVED IN THE SCHOOL.

'LIKE TO GET YOUR OPINION ABOUT WHAT YOU SEE AS THE ADVANTAGES AND

DISADVANTAGES OF THIS INVOLVEMENT.

A=12
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FIRST, WHAT DO YOU SEE AS SOME OF THE ADVANTAGZS OF HAVING
PARENTS HBRE INVOLVED IN THEIR CHILDREN'S HEAD START CENTER?
Interviewer: Listen to and record the fé%?aﬁﬁéﬁf},@%‘“?f in the space

above, tnen check the categories beiow that pest summarize it: Do not
read the categories.

o a. None

b. Having an extra adult in the class helps with
discipline and classroom management.

c. The extra adult ailows the teacher to individualize
iﬁStfuttidh more to meet the different needs of

d. Helps meet the special needs of handicapped children.

e. Parents bring special skills with them that car be
shared with the chiiidren.

f. Having an extra acult cives the teacher rore time
to plan and otserve:

are able to do more for their cnildren at home:
h. Parents know t§§713§§9§§§7366 culture of the children

and can brlng that pe'spec;:ve to the center:

_____g- By becoming familiar with center activitias parents
__i. O%her (szezify): R




18. WHAT DO YOU THINK ARE SOME OF THE DISADVANTAGES?

Interviewer: Listen to and record the respondent's answer in_the

space above, then check the categories below that best summarize

it. Do rot reac tnese categories.

a. None

b: Parents are not reliabie. The teacher cannot count
on them being in class when they say.they wills

c. Parents are not trained to teach and the teacher

does_not have the time to train them:

[4
.

d. The teacher already has an aide, she/he does not
need an extra adult. - :

e: It disrupts the class wnen unfamiliar adults are present.

' f. Teacher can't act naturally when parents are present.
g. Other {specify): L

e
g}
<

A=14
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interviswer:

Rememser that basec on the informetion vou gzather frem

cuestions 15-21 you wiil have to msxe jodgrments zSout the foliowing:
q Y Jecg

Sequence/structure:

Who structures?:

Biversity of activity:

Grouping:

The extent to which the teacner uses a sequenced
and structurec approach tc teacnh language arts
and mathematics.

Who plans and structcores cnilsren's edocational
activities--the teachsr or the child.

The diversity of educationz
can be focund &t a2ny given ti-c

1
1
i

How children are grouped ciring instructionsl
ﬁéi‘;ﬁds .

1op
a“
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Part 4. instructions! Apbroach

NCW | WSULD LIKE TO FIND OYT A LITTEE ABOULT THET APPRJACH THAT YOU USE
IN YEQR £LaSS TACH SUCH THINGS AS LANIZAGS &375, NEMIEL CoNLERTE,
AND SG FORTH. ‘| REALIZE THAT YOU 50 A LOT CF DIFFEI3ENT THINGS DURING
THI YEAR, BUT COULD YQU T=LL ME IN GENZRAL TzAMS HOW YOU GT A30UT

TEACHING TEZ FOLLOW!NG SUBJICTS? | WOULD EZSPICIALLY LIKE TO KNOW THE
NAMES EF ANY EGMMIRIIAL MATIRIALS YCOU UST AND HOW YOU COMBINID COMMER

MATERIALS WITH YGUR OWN APPROACHES.

13, MATH OfR NUMEZER CORCEPTS

20. READING OR READING READINESS

21. WRITING

|
¢
~J
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~r

Interviewer: Remember tnat based on the information vou gather

from questicas 22-25 you will nave to make judgmenis adout the

following:

Spec ficity of Descriptions: The esxtent to which the teacher could
) describe the specific rationale and
appri¥acnes taxen to teach i1anduage arts
ifferent children.

and mathematics to aif

Records: The éﬁééi?lcxry and comprehensiveness of
the records kept by the teacher for each
child. ‘

KﬁBﬁiédgé of Indiv ividuals: Whether the teacher &appears to have

§ggcnf|c knowledge of individuai chiidren's

strengths, needs, and sroblems in mathe-
matics and language arts.

Individualization of Whether the tsacher s:=2m3 to vary

Instroction: instruction to buiid on strengths and

interests; and needs of individual cnildren.

Diagnostic 59§ m: Whether the teacher has a specific svstem
that he/she uses to identify children's
strencths, ang oroclems in language arts

and matnematics.

Affective Needs: wnether tne teacner seenms ts be sensitive
to the af‘e:;ive or smotional needs of
diTfersrt z4%ildren ang varies his/ner

S - Imstruicticn sccercingiv.
Bacing: " Whether cRildren's orocress through

instructional seguences, activities, cr
. assignmen=zc is saced bv cnildren indivi
or by the teacher.

| S
-~
A

A-17



TO GIVE ME A BETTER IDEA ABOUT HOW YOU GO ABOUT APPLYING THlS APPROACH

TO INDIVIDUAL CHILDREN { WOULD LIKE YOU TO CONCENTRATE IN THE NEXT FEW

QUESTICNS ON TWQ SPE CIFIC CHILDREN IN YOUR »LASS.” (interviewer: Ask

the teacher to identify a boy and a girl who are ''agverace'' students--t that

v is they are not the best students, but neitner do they réqu|re extra

attentxon from the teacher.)

22. FIRST, IN THE BEGINNING OF THIS YEAR, HOW DID YOU LEARN __ AND

254

'S PARTICULAR INTERESTS, NEEDS AND ABILITIES IN SUCH AREAS

AS LANGU UAGE ARTS AND NUMBER CONCEPTS? PLEASE BE AS SPECIFIC AS

i SlE__. l"‘ ::;:’:l;\—‘—'f‘;‘ L'V: Ta K\:‘,J w=3 Y3.u LA g '..::“_ C—‘{-?; TO

WiAT INSTRUMENTS {IF ANY] YOU USZD, WHAT YOU LOOKED FOR IN YSUR
OBSERVATIONS, AND SO FORTH.

()]

’

23. HAS YOU OPINION ABOUT THEIR INTERESTS, NEEDS, OR ABILITIES CHANGED

SINCE THEN? |IF SO ON WHAT lNFORﬂATIGN WAS YGUR NEW OPINION BASED?

LET'S IMAGINE THAT YOU HAD RECENTLY LEARNED THAT YOU WERE GOING TO

BE AWAY FOR THE NEXT MONTH AND | _AM THE SUBSTITUTE WHO WILL BE

FILLING IN FOR YOU: SUPP0SE ALSO THAT WE HAD ALREADY HAD TIME TO

DISCUSS THE BASIC APPROACH THAT YOU USE IN YOUR CLASS 'AND_THAT NOW

WE ARE TALKING ABOUT THE INTERESTS, NEEDS AND ABILITIES OF INDIVIDUAL
CHILDREK. WHAT WOULD YOU- TELL ME ABOUT AND _ 7 WHAT

RECCRDS CR CTHER INFORMATION COULD YOU SHARE WITH ME?

A-18
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25.

ONE LAST QUESTION ABOUT . AND . COULG YOU TELL ME A
LITTLE ABOUT WHAT YOU AREZ PLANNING TO DO WITH YOUR CLASS TOMORROW.
SP:ClFiEAttY IS WHAT ___ WILL BE DOING SIMILAR OR DiFFERENT
FROM WHAT WILL BE DOING?

Part 5. .Changes Since 1975

NOW | WOULD LIKE TO FIND OUT ABOUT HOW SGME OF THESE THINGS THAT WE

HAVE BEEN TALKING ABOUT MAY HAVE CHANGED OVER THE LAST FEW YEARS.

WE KNOW THAT A LOT OF THINGS CAN EAPPEN THAT RESULT IN SMALL OR LARGE
CHANGES FROM YEAR TO YEAR IN WHAT YOU DO. Wz HAVE ALSO SEEN THAT
SOMETIMES THESE CHANGES OCCUR FOR REASONS BEYOND A TEACHER'S CONTROL.

FOR EXAMPLE, THE SCHOOL MAY BE FACED WITH BUDGET CUTS, OR THERE MAY

BE NEW DISTRICT POLICIES, OR A DIFFERENT PRINCIPAL MAY COME TO THE

SCHOOL,; AND SO ON. | AM GO!NG TO READ A LIST OF THINGS THAT MAY HAVE
§E&\§§S AND FOR EACH | WCULD LIKE YOU TO USE Tri5 SCALE {(nanc resocndent
the green card) TO ESTIMATE HOW MUCH CHANGE,; |F ANY, THERE HAS BEEN.

- G N -

IF YOU STARTED TEACHING AFTER 1975 ESTIMATE CHANGES SINEE YOU BEGAN.

ihtérviéwér: Review the scaie WIth the resaOﬁdent and circle the
number given by the respondent for each item.

l = }
Things today are pretty much like they were in 1975,

B or when | beczn teazhinc:

2=k jittiz 2mz-:

Altnougw tnere have been a few small changes, for
the most part thinags today are as they were in 1975.

w
0l

)
)
[ A}
{1
. r
1w
3}
1)
(P
y
i
.

= Majcr charcs S
Thnngs are ceroletely different now from what they
were in 1975.

.
1}
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26. {continued) PROSZ
_ 2
777777 S 2%

FOR THE FIPST FEW ITEMS, AFTER , | c

TELLING ME HOW ¥UZH CHAMGE HAS S v G .

OCCURRIZ, TELL ME IF YOU THINK S To Po o |Zotr

ITS BEEN CHANGE FOR THE BETTER s =22 52 82 |-Egs

CR NOT s -2 232 T2 1523

z L gy & ] = O T o=

a. Youi 55§t33;?5? 2% TEiTH1NE: i 2 3 5

b. THE CURXICULUM MATERIALS OR.

METHODS THAT "YCU USE TO TEACH
BIAD[N% BZIDINIZS, NUMBES CON- ,
CIFTS R wRITiNG: 1 2 3 4 Y N

c: EURRICULUM MATERIALS OR METHODS ) ] , :
YOU USE TO TEACH OTHER SUBJECTS. 1 2 3 4 Y N

d- THE WAY YOU ARRANGE YOUR CLASS , B ) ,

PHYS | CALLY: 12 3 4 Y N

6. THE PURPCSES FCR VISITS 3Y VOU o ,

TO CHILDREN'S HOMES. NA 1 2 3 h Y N

£. THE KINDS UF THINGS THAT ﬁﬁééﬂfé o , , i L
DO WASN THEY ViSiT YOUR CLASSROOM. NA 1 2 3 4 Y N

—- - S

FOR THE NEXT ITEMS, TELL ME HOW MUCH o - o

CHANGE THERE HAS BEEN AND THEN IF > ° 8 1 258%

S A AR T A -i17 N 1non < -~ O [1 I =8 S =
THE CHANGE MEANS THAT "MORE' OR s 5% 28 & | _ T3
"LESS' OF THAT 1S HAPPENING. S 5§ $5 28§ :3aC

£ < S £S5 £35 l 8206

g- THE EXTENT TO WHICH YOU USE_ 1 2 3 5 | L M
SEQUENCED TEACHER OBJECTIVES.

h. THE NUMBER OR FREQUENCY OF , , , ) o
YISITS BY PARENTS TO YOUR CLASS- 1 2 3 4 L M
ROOM.

i. YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF WHAT GOES ON - 7 , , W o
IN OTHER CLASSES IN YOUR SCHOOL: 1 2 3 4 L M

j: YOUR KNOWLEDGE ABOUT WHAT GOES
ON IN THE HEAD START CENTER - ] ) :
ASSOCIATED WITH THIS SCHOOL- 12 3 4 L M

k: THE NUMBER OR FREQUENCY OF VISITS ) , , , o
BY YOU TO CHILDREN'S HOMES: 1 2 3 4 L M
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Koron' More:!
or Loss?

26 (ccntlndé;) . BRC
0
3
L1 _. _
= - B 5o _ o o
= - > fo=y > _
QO —_— = C = < Cc Pl
i - 3 hre 2 oo — =]
) o _ = 5= 5= 2
B L = <O FoO TG =
1. THE AMOUNT OF DLPNNING YOL UU WITH i 2 3 ﬁ L
THE OTHER TEACHERS AT YOUR SCHOOL. .
m. THE AMOUNT OF PLANNING THAT YOU 0O

WITH HEAD START TEACHERS. 12 3 L L

h. YOUR USE OF PECPLE OR MATIRIAL

FROM THE COMMUNITY IN YOUR CLASSR2Z¥. ;o 3 5 L
o. YOUR USE OF MFTERIALS CR CTIVIT:iZS

THAT TEACH mu51c FO2D, 3233, 2%

CUSTSMNS OF Ei;;g?é; XEERTIINTED ‘ 5 3 x L

AMING YBUR STLRENTS:
5. YOUR USE OF MATERIALS 03 ACTIVITIZS

THAT TEACS TRE PRINCIPLES OF RIALTH ] ) .

AND NUTRITICH: o 2 3 b L
q. THE NATURE: OR AMCUNT OF INTERACTIONS

"BETWEEN YOU AND THE BUILDING ACMINi- 3 5 3 4 L

STRATION.

NEXT | WOULD LIKE TG FIkD OUT +H0w YO¢ FEEL ABCUT TEACEING IN THIS SCROGL.

27. IF YOU HAD YOUR CHOICE WOULD YOU TEACH IN THIS SCHOOL NEXT YEAR?
WOULD YOU SAV: '

DEFINITELY YES

RERN

oW
1y

T

X



28. WAY?

Positive Factors: : , Negative Factors:

Intervieser: Write-out the %éSﬁbfﬂaht s answer in the sgace above.

Thnen summarize that answer by piacing a "+ next to the catecories

below thz1 woulz 2znIrisuis to & sEcision o remz E: Eﬁ ine 3c-Io0
3n2 3 "'-'' next to The catezories tnhat wotlo contrisute o a cacision
to leave.

2. The locstion

___- b: The curriculum

____c. The other teachers’

____-d. The principal

____e: The facilities

____ f. The school resource staff

_____g. The parents

____h. The neighborhood

____i. The children

____j: What the school does for children

k. Other (specify): )

29. IF A PARENT HAD THE CHOICE BETWEEN ENROLLING HER CHILD IN A CLASS
IM THIS SCHOOL OR A CLASS IN ANOTHER SCHOOL IN THE AREA, FOR EXAMPLE
SCHOOL , WHAT WOULD YOUR ADVICE BE? WOULD YOU:

_____DEFINITELY RECOMMEND THIS SCHOOL
. PROBABLY RECOMMEND THIS SCHOOL

_____ PROBABLY RECOMMEND THE OTHER SCHOOL
____ DEFINITELY RECOMMEND THE OTHER SCHOOL

UNDECIDED

‘ A-22
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30 WHY?

Positive factors: I

Necative Factors:

Interviewer:
above. 1hen Summar
categories below tha
vh it ﬂe)\t

ize that arswar
would contirib

negative recommencation:

. Facilities

3
b, The corriculon

Write out the respondent's answ

) i
tc the categories tha: would cont
ati

er lﬂ the Saa
by placing 2 "alopexr to thé ]
ute to a pos :EVE recommendatinon
ritute to a

]

ildren

<. The orincipal
____d. Quality o of the teaching
_____e. Availasbility of spzcial services
_____f. Other chiidren in the schoo
____g. The parents
____’ﬁ, What the school does for ch

i. Cther (sgezi<v): _

if res “Oﬂde""s not a POC teacher,; sav:
£eoPERaTizN: :

THANK YCU VERY ¥UCH FOR YOUR

If resp owden; is a PUC teacher, continge with Question 31 below.
Eé£i47 Questions for BCL Tegchers Onlv
3. FOW LT ocIno-TEE SR TR TR T
YOu A3A T 2D -3 DOWERD fibo0W % i2IPoiTID 7Y TESm
IN IT? OCOR; WA THER REASCN FCR YCUR CMINS TS PDC?
. SaIiceooTT oL $To~2z oso sEnze ir ST
Pes-ondant 38kEz TS De &sgigrnes to “LDUL
Responden: was invited or rzcruited fo teach in P3C:
_ Other (see cify):

32. BY JUNE, H0W MANY YEARS WiL!

A-23.
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3

L

3.

X

IF YGU HAD YOUR CHOICE WOULD YOU TEACH IN PDC NEXT YEAR? WOULD
 BEFINITELY YES

PROBABLY YES

PRCSASLY NO

DEFINITELY RO

_ UNDECIDED

Positive Factors: ___ Negative Factors:

Interv:ewor° Wrnte out the respondent 5. anSyer in the Space above.
Then surmarize that.answer by placing 3 it next to thz categories
below that wouild zontribute to a decision to ra2main in PDC; and a

"ol pext to the categories that wouid contriscre o a decns:on to 1&31&2

a. The location

b. The curriculum

| ]

. The otHer teachers

T'-e Head Start center director

a. 0Ol
.

. The faclilitiec

he workload

-h
L
- |
J
(4]

ne resource staff provxded by the procram

T
-
5

Y

N. The parents
i. The neighborhood

| -
-
pu ol
1]

e children
: Tﬁé;pﬁiibécphy o; 566

RERRRARAR

The prsnc:pal at the PDC School

.3] ?\ -

Other (specify): : o

|

‘A:2§
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35. IF A PARENT COULD ASK YOUR OPINION WO ULD YOU ADVISE HER TO ENROLL
HER CHILD IN A PDC CLASSROOM? WOULD YOU SAY:

DEFINITELY YES
PROBABLY YES
__ PROBABLY NO

DErlNll LY 1)

LNDEC!D:D

1

l

36. WHY?
Positive Factors: _ N Nedative Factors:

Intefvuewnr erta cut the respondeqt s answer in the sgace above

Then surmarize that answer by placing a '+'" naxt to the catecor:es

pelow that would contribute to a “051t1v= reco*menuatlow and a
next to the categories 'Ha; would con:zribute tc & neaatl«e recormendaticn:

a: Facilities

. The curriculum

c. The Head Start center director
d. Quality of tne teaching

_ el kvéiiébiiiiy of §5é£fél services

g. The parent program
5. Thz DT chileszcohy

_ i. The principal at the PO{ scrooi

j Other (specify)s - .

- L ol mmo aga - RE -V S A 1y e mav szTE=oT Sse-
7. 13 TRIED ANYTHING ZESZ Yoo Yitid LinE e om =IUT sZZ
A — —_

, THANK YCU FOR YOUR COOPERATICN
Interviewer: Complete the ratings on the followinc pazes.

o

amzs 12




GLOBAL RATINGS: TEACHER INTERVIEW

Complete these ratings as soon after the interview as possible, and in

any event before the next interview. Do not ask the teachers these cuestions.

The scales contain two contrasting statements. Based on the information

that you gather from the interview indicate whether this teacher's classroom
or approach more closely resembles the first statement (A), the second
statement (B) or is somewhere in between the two.

Stzrement A . (Circie Caat Stzzement 2

1. The teacher uses 3 1 2 3 45 The teacher uses an
highlv secuanced & struc- unsesuenced apsroach to
tures agproach to teach teacn lariguage arzts.

languace arts.

2. Children's language arts 1 2 3 4 5 Children participate in
activities are structured planning their own

for them by the teacher or language arts activities:
by materials (e.g.; work-

books) - :

3. During language arts time 1 2 3 4 5 During these times children
all of the class_is_&ngaged . engage in different activities
in the same or similar that either they or the
é&EIVItles. teacher plan.

4. When children are learn- 1 2 3 4 5 During these times the
ing language arts skills, teacher works with |nd|vi-
the teacher works with the . dual children.

entire class as a group.

5. The teacher uses a 1 2 3 4 5 The teacher uses an
highly sequenced & struc- unsequenced approach to
tured approach to teach teach math: .
math.
6. Children's math activ- 1 2 3 4§ 5 Children participate in
ities are structured for planning their own
them by the teacher or by .. math activities.
materials {e.g., workbooks):
7. During math time all of 1 2 3 & 5 Buring these times the -
the class is engaged in the children engage in different
same or similar activities. activities that either they
or the teacher plan.
8. When children are learn- 1 2 3 4 5 During these times the
ing math skills, the teacher works with indivi=
teacher works with the dual children:
entire class as a group.
155
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9. The teacher was able 1 2 3 4 5 Teacher was unable to

to give a detailed ¢ ' give more than a super-
specific description of . ficial description of
& rationale for the the rationale & approach

approach taken to teach- used in these areas:

ing language arts & math-
ematics to different

children.

10. The teacher maintains 1 2 3 4 5 i The teacher's records for
specific & comprehensive .individual children are
records on each child that superficial, ccntaining
contain a variety ::'F : little more than test
Jnfornatnon, such as ob- results & grades.

\

11. Teacher appears to have i\\i 3 \3 5 Teacher aorzars tc have
specific knowledge of in- N\ little knowledge of inci-
dividual children's vidual children's strengths,
strengths, needs, problems needs, problems & interes:s
& interests relatec to N related to language arts &
léﬁéﬁééé arts & math. \V math.

12. Teacherfvaries instruec= 1 2 3 4 5 *\ Teacher plans educational
tion to build on strengths, ' . \gctivities for the class
satisfy needs; deal with as_ a whole & does ncz |

" problems; & capitalize on _ , Ebpfaf to vary instruction
personal nterests of in- , A to accommodate individual
dividoal! children:’ , childr#h's strengins; neecs.

~. : prcbieHS'e interests.

13. Teacher has a soecific 1 2 3 & 5 Tea reltes soiely on
system that she/he uses informal obsexvation to
to identify students’ _ . identify etJdeH:E strengtns
strencths & protlems in & oroblems in lamguace arts
languaze 2715 3 —=ine- 5 TEINE—EIicse \Y
matics. A X,

15, Teachar apoears ts s 1 2 3 & 5 Tezcrer acoears <o Rave'.

,SﬁﬁSi:!‘-a *Z Tme 3T Crcciua P.2T.2 éw3drTana23 TT o IT= N
neegs of insiviZza: cnlls aifacztive 6é5ds of x"diVic;e.
dren & varies instruction children.
accordingly. . '

15. Childrer's progress 1 2 3 4 5§ Children's oprogress cthrocgh
through instructional inscructional seguences,
sequences, activitias; or : activities, or ééSEghﬁérté
assignments is tacec by is paced d5v the ciass a
children indivizuaily: whole:

128
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16. The teacher was really

concerned about & trying

to nndavncualnze instruc-
tion as much as possible:

17. The teacher seemed to be

parents into the ciassroon

18. The teacher involved
-parents in classroom activ-
ities.

19. The teacher seemed to

fes! Gguite comfortabie
about having parents in
the classroom.

20. The teacher seemed to be

trying to coordinate the

children's home & school
. experiences.
21. The teacher was very
parents in the Eli@é?égﬁ

5 was doing her best to
encourage it.

e

N
|

AN

(V]

The teacher was not that:
concerned about or ti’?iﬁgr
to individualize instruction
in any way.

The teacher seemed to make

“no effort to invite pareits

iﬁtb the classroom.

Paren;s in the classroom did

meniai éhqfes or just oupserved.
N

The teacher seemed to feel
quite unco*.crhaﬁie about
having parents in the

classroom;

The teacher did not seem tq\
be making an effort to el
coordinate the children's

home & school experiences.

The teacher was not that

concerned about involving
parents in the classroom &
therefore did not seem to be
doing anything to encourage

it




Spring 1979 Measures: %ﬁe\elassroom Observation System

\

Purpose of Sys

&

V. CLASSROOM OBSERVATION SYSTEM

_ The Classroom Observation System deve:gped in the evaluation of

PFOJeCt Developmental Continuity (PDC) was desngned to provide a com=

prehensive picture of the |nstruct|onal approeeh, classroom organlza-

tion; and climate of PDC and comparison classrooms As a whole, the
system consists of three basic instruments. The first, the Classroom

Environment Observation (CEO) was intended as a ‘measure of the guallii;

of the classroom environment that exists in PDC and comparison class-
rooms. The second instrument, the Classroom Activities Record. (CAR),

focuses on the general lnstructnonal approach used by the teacher over

the course of one day: how much time is spent on various subJects,

how children are grouped during the day, what materials they use; and

so forth: The third component to the system, the Focused Observations,

looks at how the teacher interacts with children--how she stimulates
them intellectually, how she manages dlsruptlons, and how she

estsblishes and maintains a particular ''climate' in the class.

Alth0ugh these three |nstruments were designed to pr0v1de :mportant

|n?ormat|on by themselves, they are also important for completlng a

set of "global ratlngs” that accompanies each. As their name implies,

these ratings give general .impressions of what observers have seen during

the observation day . Observation systems. often ''lose the forest among
the trees'' by concentratlng on very specific things. The purpose of

the global ratings is to help prevent this from happening.

Description of System

The Classroom Observation System requires two full days of observa-

{on in each of the PDC and comparison classrooms. The first day is

’ted to compietnng the CAR and the second day is devoted to the Focused

Obse vatnons. The CEO,; on the other hand, is completed durlng spare
moments. in either observation day. Global ratings are filled out after
each obServations instrument has been completed for a glven classroom. A
descrlpt‘bn of each observation instrument is provided in the following

\

sections. '\ -




The Classroom Environment Observation (CEO)

A complete copy of the CEO can be found in Attachment 1. There are

five parts to the actual observaticn form, followed by the global ratings:
Each section asks the observer to de5cr|pe dlfferent characterlstics of
the classroom. As shown in Attachment 1 (Part A), for example, the
observer describes the physncal &rrangements of the desks and tables In
the room. In two other sections (Parts D and E) the observer not only
describes what he/she sees; but also makes judgments about the diversity

of what is seen. The observer completes global ratings at the end of

~ the form in order to summarize his/her impressions of what was seen.

The Classroom Activities Record (CAR)

The CAR is designed to document the range and sequence of acti
in the observed classrooms over the course of one entire day. Spec
it asks the following gquestions:

What kinds of lessons or activities ocrurred during
the day?

_How are children grouped for these activities?

What materials, if any were used, and by whom? ///;/,//

Wwho chose the materials used? "

Who determined the pacing of actzv;taesnessoy/
How much diversity of activity ﬁii/;bef€7//// '

How attentive were the childfen?
T

How much disruption was there in class?

SF L
ut
Ea

/
~ One C “Gbservation sheet is completed every 5,T1“°?§§,EHF”2977”7,,”
the schot6l day (exc]udlng recesses, gym and music; and ]U“ChgﬁfT?),,, ch

nihute observation period begins by focusing on the teachgr ‘and the
children he or she is working with, then shifts to take |ﬁ'the behavior
of other adults and children in the room. ,//

- Each column on the form represents a description of the activity

engaged- in by these different individuais. This description is madz by

entering coded answers to the questions Trsted down the left-hand side
of the instrument:

Jra |
iw U
f P
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‘There is also space for notes. There are certasn behaviors or

evenits which observers are asked to document in note form on the record:
Additionally, they try to record any additional incidents, behaviors,
interactions; statements; or events that relate to the major concerns
of PDC:
e individualization of |nstructloh;
e attention to the social-emotiona! development and
affective needs of children;

(]
o
O
=}
H‘
3
S
v
<
|
o
o)
O
w
v
Yo}
v
|
a.
Iy
w
|
3
a.
o
o
o
£
o
o
=]
e
>
o
wn,
(2]
T
[0
O
|
\

and hOme' e
o

® maintenance of a multlcul;ural perspective;

room —with attentlon to thelr special needa,
,//
- . incluéioh,offhealth, hutritioh and safety education
in the school program; and

‘e parent involvement.

At the end of the observation day, observers complete a set of

global ratings based on what they observed using the CAR. A complete

copy of the CAR lncludlng a sample of the global ratings form; is

Focused Observations

As mentioned earlier, the Focused observation instruments were
developed to gather “imformation on the quality of interaction that

exists in the »lassroom between the teacheF 5aa children. Among other

lectual stlmulatlon children receive, of the teacher's effective-

ness in managing the classroom, and of the quality of classroom climate.

 As illustrated in Attachment 3, there are three focused observa-
tion instruments: Focused Observation I, Focused Observation Il and
Focused Observation Il11. Each instrument is_ divided into_two parts.

The first part consnsts of a section for taklng notes durina observa-

tion. The second part of each instrument consists of summary ratings

that are completed after each observat»on period.- As with the CAR;

global ratings are completed at the end of the observation day-

|
be A
o

@ |
1
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The focused observations are used dur:ng the second aay of ob-

servatlons after the Elassroom Activities Record is completed. The

use of these instruments requires an entire class day, from the time

the chl]dren,arrlve urtn] they are dismissed. Each instrument requires
15 minutes of observations. All three make up one cycle and after the
three instruments have been c0mpleted the okserver goes back to
Focused Observation | and repeats the cycle. As noted, at the end of
the observation day, a set of global ratings are completed by the:

observer:

Focused Observation 1: intellectual Stimolation. This instrument
focuses on the teacher and documents the quality of |ntel]ectual
stimulation that «hiidren receive in the classroom. The items are

designed to find out a number of things about the classroom:

® whether Ehiiarén are ésgag ;57§ibana or brbvide more
'”formatnon on or -talk about an experience;

- —® whether the children are asked to explain or combine
discrete facts into some kind of judgment or conclusion;

Whether children are referred to other chiidren or

re50urces rather than guven the rnght answers to

® Whether the emphas:s in the class is on getting

children to understand and know the reasons behind

the things they learn or on gettlng them to acquire
factual information through rote memorization and
drill. ,

Focused Observation I1: Classroom Management. This focused ob-

servation documents how the teacher manages the classroom. The items
are designed to find out:

. -® how much t|me the teacher spends managlng §§h§Y‘9[,
“or telling ch:ldren to stop what they are doing and
get back to work; the nature and amount of mis-
behavior in the classroom;

o whether the teacher is able to handle interriptions

wnthcut iosing track or contact with what he/she

was doing;

whether classroom activities are kept running smoothly,

Pt |
[
o

=



whether children are kept waltlng for dlrectlons,

®
task assignments, materials or learning activities

® whether the teacher glyes chlldren reasons for cr
tries to talk to them about why they are expected
to behave in a certain way;

e whether the teacher seems caim and at ease, or be-

" comes easily disturbed by classroom disruptions;
e whether children listen to and respect the teacher

and tend to comply with her/his directives; and

™ whether chlldren and adults ln the classroom are

generally free to interact or communicate with each

other without frequent interruptions.

Focused Observation 111: Classroom Climate. Focused Observa-
tion 111 focuses on the class as a whole and notes the k|n979F climate

Eha;iexnsts in thHe classroom: It provides information on the
following: :

e how much encouragement children receive in their
work;

whether children initiate interactions with the
teacher;

e whether children are allowed to move around and

interact socialliv in the classroom;

@ whether ch:ldren and adu]ts seem 1nterested and

involved in the learning activities provided in the

classroom;

whether chlldren are encouraged to express and discuss

personal experlences, ideas, feelings, and opinions;

e whether opportunities are provnded for children to

work together; cooperate and learn from each other; -
s whether all the children in the classroom are treated
fairly and equally;

where there is coordination of the children's home

and schocl experiences;

O
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e whether the teacher seems enthusiastic and really
enjoys what she is doing;

whether the teacher is affectionate and warm toward
the children;

whether handicapped children are encouraged to
participate in all classroom activities;

whether the teacher is sensitive to the special

needs of handicapped children and is doing things
to meet those needs;

whether the teacher encourages bilingual/bicultural
children; if any; to interact with their classroom
peers and ﬁé?t?tiﬁéﬁé in all classroom activities;

e whether the teacher seems to value cultural differences

and is promoting cultural understanding in the

classroom; and,

whether the teacher 'and other adults in the classroom
seem interested in making children feel wanted,; accepted,
competent; and successful.

| Sy
TSN
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CLASSROOM ENVIRONMENT OBSERVATION

Guring your two dcus of observarion in the classrozm.
Use the space srovided to deseribe any notable [jzatures
of the room: The rating scaiss at the end of this form

are to be used to swamarize Your imMyressions.

Instructions. Coroieve the creckiist and ratings below

Part A. Classroom Structure e

1. What type of room is this? (Check ene)

a. Enclosed single room.

b. Large open space separated by partiticns.
c. Large open space without partitions.

Comments:

N
.

How are the children's desks/tables arranged?

a. Sféffﬁﬁéfﬁ desks and chairs.

b. Movable desks and chairs in wsil-=definad rows.

¢. Movable desks and chairs in small groups.

d. Seating at smll tables--no cesks and chairs:
____a. Seating at desks--tables available as work space.

Commeniss:

'™
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Part B. - Posted Information

Check all that apply:
3. Activity sign-up sheets for children
____ 4. children's.progress charts
. Activity sign-up sheets for parents
6. Special services §1éri-"u;3 sheets ?6? EéFéﬁfs
.8. Calendar of community activities/events.
9. Health; nutrition, and safety information
10. Other posted information (specifyj: S
Comments :

N ,;'I,;é,

In eacn category note the number of dzsvlays, pos»ers, or exhibits thet

contain oogec*s chat are vredominantly produced CCTmErc ,a,aJ, by the

teccher, or sg ehildren. 3Fefer to tre merugi for ceriniiions.
| # Commercial £ Child-made

11. Health, ﬁﬁf?ifi&ﬁ &

safety e —_—
12. Ethnic. displays - -
13: Holiday/seasons disoiays L L
14. Language arts - JE—
15. Mathematics - -
16. Science S L
17. Social studies . L
18. Arts and cra‘ts . .
19. Other child projects X -
26. Other {QE ac .j) - e —

Cormients:
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Part D. Areas of the Classroom

Check each avea et oon be fownd in this classroom. o or eash leamirg
arez Trhat is checvezZ; judge the Ziversity of sne mazerials *rf” are
contained within <t. See tne ranuai For criteriz for these lac
PITings ,
Diversity of Materials
21. Language arts area(s) Low Medium  High
~ 22. Mathematics area(s) . Low  Medium  High
_23. Science area(s) Low  Medium  High
2. Social studies area(s) Low Medium High
25. Music area(s) " Low  Medium  High
26. Art area(s) Low  Medium High
27 Drama area(s) Low  Medium  High

___ 28. Ethnic/muiticulturai area(s) Low Medium High

29. Other child ]earn1ng areas (specéfy)
. a. ; Low  Medjum  High
L bo . Low  Medium.  High
. c: Low  Medium  High

__30. Parent work areas
31. Storage areas for individual chil=
e dren's work

Corments :

= ~asericl thes can. de "Our",zi' ihe sicsswocm. Iov saoh .

= ~ Sive "i:} 7 The =zmTerials cowmraivies

I TRAT 24TESiru. Fsrer o tre .:":':.q.... Jor efinizions ond roiing orizeria.
Diversity of Materiais
| 32. Commercisl taxtS554S/WETkEOGKS Low Yesium Hizn
33. Science/math equipment tow  Medium  High
___ 34. Games and puzzles Low Medium  High
35. Exploratory/constructive materials Low Medium High
36. Teacher ﬁéaé learning materi ials Low Medium High

37. Instructicnal ecuicment hat
children téh yse aicne (fer . o o
G It A % IniIIiiiI DiImEim—== 1 i
examle;  jearninc macnines; tape Low  Medium  Righ

-J

Y‘ECDI"dE."S W'l th "lE“anC‘ﬂES)
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|1

Instructional materials for
health, nutrition, or safety.
Multicultural materials
Materials geared for use with
handicapped children

Other (specify):
comments:

MoA
i~

o
a
2

Medium
Medium
Medium
Medi um



GLOBAL RATINGS: CLASSROCM ENVIRONMENT OBSERVATION

Complete these ratings after you have compieted the Classroom Environment
U§;§i§§t1§ﬁ form. The scales contain two contrastinig statemerits. 3ased oo

your observaticns decide whether this classrcom more cioseiy resemsies tne

f:rst scatsment (A], the second statement (3], Or is Ssomewnere in between

the two. Circle ycué answer.
Statement A __ (circle One) Statement B8

1. Materials were neatly ar= 1 2 .3 & 5  Materials were disorganized;
ranged and well organized: : the classroom seemed cluttered.

2. The displayed children's 1 2 3 4 5 The displayed children's @g[k/
uork/ggogggts reflected diver- products did not vary in con-
sity of content, theme, or tent, theme, or approach:
approach.

3. The classroom seemed 1 2 3 & 5  The classroom seemed crowded.
spacious.

@; The classroom was 1 23 % 5 The classroom was dull and
attractive/colorful. colorless.

S. The classroom provided a 1 2 3 4 5 The classroom cid not provide a
stimulating environment for stimulating environment for
learning: learning.

_6. It was apparent that the 1 2 3 & 5 1% was agparent that the teacher
teacher valued cultural d:ffer- placed a low value on cultural
ences high ; be differences and did not seem to

ng his/her — be dcing much to promote cui-

cultural understanding. tural understandd
classroom.

doing his/her best to promote

7. Materials were easily acces- 1 2 3 4 5 Materials were out of the

sible to children. ' children's reach.

8. The Eéééﬁéfisééﬁéa o be t 2 3 45 There was no evidence in the room
making an effort to invite of the teacker doing anything to

parents into the classroom:” encourage parents participating

in the class.

9. Support for multicultural 1 2 3 4 5 There was no evidence in the

learning and understanding was classroom of multicultural

very evudent in the environment: learning activities.

u(




Statement A , ~ {Circi= One) - Statement 8

10. There was considerable 1 2 3 B 5§  There was no evidence of physi-
evidence of physical accommo- cal accommodations for handi-
dations for handicapped NA capped children.

children.

11. There was ronsiderable 1 2 3 4 5 There was no evidence of
evidence in wail displays; children pursuing their own
etc. of children pursuing - ‘ interssts or hobbies.

their own ;nterests, hobbies,
or projects.

12. There was considerable 1 2 3 & § There was no evidence of health,
. evidence in the room of an niutrition, or safety instruc-
emphasis on health; nutrition, tion.

and safety instruction:




CLASSROON ACTIVITIES RECORD

TEACHER

TR

OO,

CHILREN WORKING INEPENDENTLY

i Reasons for ADULTS NOT
v INTERACTING with children:

® 8. 0.

988
60 0

g it W i SURECT/CONTENT
' of the activity?

Coda; —— -

-~ IDITIOW
CHILOREN

SUBJECT/CONTENT
ode: ___

—y

31w vere e chldreh GROUPED

peseenss

GROUPING

| ot e i grouptng
+ CRITERIAY

6, hat mterlals were USED?

@ : )

B
)

66|

 MTERIALS
Code: __

—t

B, Who CHOSE the materfals?.

7, ko USED the materfals?

~ Ulice
9 0
UL /LORTEAT
Code: __-

i Shat wes the DIVERSITY OF
« KCTIVITY withfn the groig?

1ROR

GROUPING

®r__@r__

g WG deteraiied.the PACING
*yithln the activity?

[

o PO ? d

ff

0@ o
9

ii; Mhat s the CRILOREN'S
*ATTENTION to the activity?

0

960

 MTERIACS
ode: ___

i How much DISRUPTION
‘was there?

860

000

CIOIcE

8 0

Children Leavisg Classrome
| Reason:

etiity:

Tiee:

9 B0
B ‘5 0)
RIS




T - Teacher

X - Aide

P -Paret
RS - Resaarce staff
§T - Student teacher
0 - Other adult

"ﬂmﬁm

| INTERACTING WITH EHILOREN |

& - Out of classroon
GP - Grading papers.

Wi - Baking materlals

¢} - Clean- up{hnusekeeping
Ob - Observing

0 - Other

P"'m s T STRTECTTCORTENT l
e T /

M - Announcenents}assignnentsidirectionsi
~ attendance/organization
0} - Discipline
S - Speliing/phoncs
R - Reading
O - Oral language/show and tell
EN - fxpressive writing
W - Nriting mechan s/ purctuat fon/
handriting
§L - Second laiigiage :
- First anguage nstruction other
than Engiish

- Kath
- Science
« Soclal studles.
- Arts and crafts
-Dram
- Musiclunvementidance

- Prujects

-Play

- Other group discussion
HK - Houstkeepinqlclean -upfchores

L6 - Large group {> & class)

56 - Small grogp

IN - Indivlduals (1-2 children)

SSmmWWuMmm

0 - Different groupichild from Jast

~ perfod

T - Adult working with same group/

~ child as the teacher {n colum |
Al] - Adult working with same group/

or  child as the other adult in
kltl class

Hi ﬂlﬁhuﬂbillti grogp

H « Medlum abiiity group

L - Low abilfty group.

HE - Heterogeneous ability gruuplng

BL - Bilingual/bicultural group_

LD - Learning disabled/handicapped group
A - Bd hoc arouping/random grouping

[EWTFMEMMREUS@

P - Paper and penci]
T - Comercial texlbooislrelderl

. §B ~ Workbooks/warksheets

BN - Other books/magarines
F - Flashcards

BB - Blackboard:

N - Audiovisial

LN - Learning machines

GP + Ganes/puzales

£C - Exploratory/constructive
N« None

@_‘Fbﬁﬂn' ]

- Specal education services
ﬂs + Health services
- Other classroom
- Learilng resairce centerl {brary
Parent activity
-OmﬂlwuHJ

rﬂlm R TIERRIERINSY

AD - Adult
{H - Children

W’FREEETTMSE

- Teacher only
1 (ne child at 8 time
§ = Saie children
A - All children
BT s ms’ﬂﬁ'fhslTToFTﬂVlTT
UfTHIN !HE GROUP? -

Hl - Mlgh dlverslty
N - Hoderate dlversity
L0 = Low dlversity

(3 Fil0 RELERMINED YA YR PRI TN T
LAl —

A0 - Atalt

-CH - Children

'Emm TR amnnnq
10 TH?_ACT]VI?Y? -

- Hlgh
N - Hoderate
L0 - Low

T TR AT I §R1IPT!UW§TNERH]

Hi - High
N - Moderate
10 « Low




Complete these ratings as soon after the Classroom Activities Record Observation

as possible, and in any event before the next observation.. Do not ask th=

teachers these cuesticns. The scales contain two contrasting statements.

Based on the information that you gather from the observation, indicate wnether =
this teacher's classroom or approach more closely resemblies the first statement (),

the second statement (B), or is somewhere in between the two.

Statement A __ {(circla One) . Ststement B
1. The teacher relies onlyon 1 2 3 4 5  The teacher uses an unsequenced

highly sequenced and structured approach to teach language arts.

materials and methods to teach
larnguage arts:

2. Children's language arts ac- 1 2 3 4 5  Children participate in planning

tivities are structured for them their own language arts activi-
by the teacher or by materials - ties; or have choices about
(e.g-, workbooks) - ' which activities they engage in.
3. During language arts, time 1 2 3 & .5 During these times children
all of the class is engaged engage in different activities
in the same or similar that either they or ‘the teacher
‘activities: . _ plan:

k. When children are learning 1 2 3 4 5  During these times the teacher

language arts skills, the works with individual children.
teacher works with the entire
class as a group.

5. The teacher relies only on I 2 3 & 5§  The teacher uses an unsequenced

highly sequenced and structured approach to teach math.

materials and methods to teach

math;

6. Chiidren's math activities 1 2 3 4 5 children participate in planning
" are structured for them bty the their own math activities.

teacher or by materials (e:g:;
workbooks) .

7. During math time all of the 1 2 3 L 5 During these times the children

class is engaged in the same engage in different activities
or similar activities: that either they or the teacher
plan.

oW
}
AV Nl
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(Circle One)

Stator-wt 8 _

8- When children are learning
math skills, the teacher works
with the eatire class as a
group. :

§. Children's progress through
iﬁéf?ﬁ&f:6§517§gauences, activi-

ties or assignments is paced by
childran individually:

19. The tezcher spent very
little time controlling mis-
behavior or keeping children
on task.

11. Teacher generally caught
misbehaviors in time so that

they ;arely spread or increased
in seriousness:.

12. The teacher demonstrated
great ability for dealing with

more than one thing at a time.

interruptions rarely made hin/

her lose all contact with what
he/she was doing.

13: The teacher kept classroom

-activities running smoothly.;ﬂe/

she rarely interrupted with .

sudden chariges in topics and
directicns.

4. The teacher ra

children waiting for dlrectnons,

task assignments, or materials:

15. 7fﬁé\téétﬁér used a variety

of techniques to control mis-

behaviors, such as appeais,

threats, icnlation; diversions;
and tnderp.dy-

16. The tsactier's instructional
mode was predominantly one of
instructing/directing.

v— |

—

N

3 &
3 &
3 &
3 &
3 4

3 4
3 4
3 4
34

5

Cu

works with xndxvnauai children.

Chnldren s proa Tess tﬁrougﬁ

vities or assngnmentsins paced
by the class as a whole.

Teacher spent most of the time

controlling misbehavior:

Teacher rarely acted to prevent

misbehaviors from spreading or

lncreas|ng in seriousness.

Teacher was unabie to deal with

more than one thing 3t a time.

Interruptions frequently made

him/her lose all contact with
what he/she was doing.

Teacher did not keep classroom

activities running smoothly.
He/she frequently interrupted
with sudden changes in topics
and directions.

Teacher frequently made children

wait for directions, task assign-
ments or materials.

technique to control mlsbehav;or.

teacher's instructional mode
preaomlnantly one of aques-

The
wWas _

tioning and providing feedback.




Statsment A _ (Circle Cne) Satement B .

#;
17. Children were allowed to 1 2 3 & 5 Children were never allowad to
interact sociaily most of the interazt socially except during
time in the classroom. recess or piay periods:
18. There were rany ooportuni- ! 2 3 & § There were no ocoortunities or
ties for, or much encouragement enccuragement for peer teacning,
of, peer toacﬁlng, Joint joint efforts, cooperation on
efforts, cooperation on learning ’ learning tasks, group projects,
EEEEE group projects, etc. etc.
19. Children were encouraced to 1 2 3 & 5 Children viere not encouragad to
express and discuss personal express and discuss personal
experiences, :deas, feelings, experiences, ideas, feelings;
thoughts, etc. % thoughts, etc.
20. There were many opportuni- 1 2 3 k 5 Therz were no opportunities
ties during the day for children - during the day for children to
to pursue their own ifnterests, , pursue their cwn interests.
or develop interests; hobbies,
etc:
21. The teacher supported and 1 2 3 4 5 The teacher did not really
encouraged bilingual/bicul tural support or encourage 5ilingual/-
children to participate in peer ' blchltural children to parti-
social interaction. cipate in Béé? social inter-

N action.

22. |t was apparent that the 1 2 3 4 5 It was apparent_that the teacher
teacher valued cultura! differ~ _ placed a low value on cultural
ences highly and Seemed to be differences and did not seem to
doing his/her best to promote be doing much to promote cultural
cultural understanding in the , gnderstanding in the ciassroom:
classroom. o
23. All of the classroom éﬁii&* 1 2 3 45§ Only ethnic group children were
ren were involved in multi= involved in multicultural acti-
cgltural activities that vities that occurred.
occurred-
24. The classrccm daily routine | 2 3 &4 5 Chiidren seemed to Se confused
seemed clear to the children; ' about the routine for the day;
they seemed to know and under- they seemed not to know it,
stand it and were able to pre- understand it, or be able to

" dict changes: predict changes.

)

B- IZI é;




Statement ~ -

-ate_and

- couragemen’

25. Children scent verv little
time waiting *or activities_to
begin; for directions, and for

lnstructlons.

(o}

25. For the most part, this was
a very we!l managad classroom.
27. The teacher encouraged
children to work together or
obtain instructional haslp from
their peers.

28 thildren Frequent]y initi-

ated interac tions with the
teacher.

29. Parents ceemed to feel
comfortaple in the classroom.
30. Parents in the classroom

were I-s;ened to and respected
by children.
31. The classroom was a3 very

stimulating place for learning.

32. Adults and children in the
classroom had no problem making
themselves heard.

affection=

the

33. The reacher was
warm toward
children.

34. The aide was aifectionate
and warm toward the children.

:35. Children in the classroom

received 3 eroat deal of en~
from the teacher

in their work.

36. The teacher seemed calm and
at ease; he/she did not become

easily disturbed by classroom
situations.

(Circle One)

_Staterment 3

P2

1 2
1- 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

3 4
3 &
3 4
3 4
3 &4
3 4
3 L
3 &
3 4
3 &
3 4
3 4

5

\n|

U

(]

¥

Ehildren scent a great deal of

time waiting:

For the most part, this was a
very pcorly managed classroom.
The teacher discouraged child-
ren from working together or
obtaining help from their peers.

Chlidren neyex,lnutnated iﬁtér;

actions with ith the teacher:

Parents did not sesm to feel
comfortable in the classroom.
Parents in the classroom were
not listened to or respected
by children.

The classroom was dull and not
particularly stimulating.

Adults and children in this
classroom had 3 very hard time
making themselves heard:

The teacher was cold or un-

friendly toward the children:

The zide was cold or unfriendly

toward the children:

in the ciassroom
little encouragement
teacher.

Children
received
from the

The teacher seemed uneasy; he/she

became easily distracted by
classroom situations.



Statement A _ __

37. For the most par:,-all
children in the classroom were
treated fairly and equitably.

3?,,fﬁéfé §ééméd to be a hich“

ment in learnnng on the part of

adul's and children in this
classrooni.

39. The adults in this class-

room seemed to go out of their
way to make all children feel

wanted and ac:epted.

40. The adults in this class-
room seemed to_go out of their
way to make all children feel

competent and successful.

41. The teacher seemed to be
very well respected and lis-

tened to by the children.

42 . The classroom. aide seemed

to be very well respected and
 listened to by the children.

k3 The teacher encourzged and

suppcrted partx;lgggnon of
handicapped children in the
full range of classroom

activities.

hh . {t was apparent that the
teacher was very sensitive 1o
the special needs of handi-
capped children and was there-
fore doing a variety of things

to meet thcse needs.

45, Handicapped children re-

ce:ved all theur instruction
inside the classroom.

L6. The teacher and the aide

seened to relate and.work to-

gether extremely well:

(Circle Cne)

§+atament 8

1

2

(81

N

3 &4

3 4

3 4

3 4

3 5

3 4

3 b
NA_

3 4
NA

3 4
NA

3 4

5

Ui

It seemed evxnen; that “ne
teacher had ""favsrites'' wno were
treated di<“erently from ocher

children.

There seemed to be a general
Iack of lnterest or :1voivenert

in this classrocm

The adults
seemed to make no effort to
make children feel wanted and
accapted.

The adults in this classroom
seemed to mzke no effort to

make children fe=zl competent
and successful.

The teacher afa not seem to be

children:

The classroom aide did not seem
to be respected and listened to
by the tﬁildréﬁ.

The teacher did not

or encourage participation of

handicapped children in classroom
activities.

really support

the teacher

the special

It was apparent :hat
was not sensitive to cial
ﬁéédé df héﬁditépp#d cHlldren and

to rea]ly meet thoseé needs..

Handicapped children received al-
most no instruction in the class-
room.

have problems relating =nd workxng
together.



Attachment 3
FOCUSED DBSERVATION I

Intelleszucl Stimuiczion

3.

&H

Does the teacher ask children to expand on what they say?

Does the teacher ask ch11dren to make 1nferences g1ve reasons, make -
judgments, draw conclusions, or analyze?

-

or does she/he ask them to ‘1gure things out far,themse]ves’

Does the teacher ask childrenm to seek the

or to consult other resources for help 1n answerxng questxons or
resolving problems?

Is the teacher pr1mar1]y interested in gett1ng children to repeat or
give facts; or is she/he more interested in getting children to understand

why things are the way they are?



Statement A

FOCUSED OBSERVATION |

1. The teacHer often proced
childrea's statements/

reSponses, aSked them to

‘extend or amcll y them or

explored the child's reason
for an incorrect resgcidse.

2. The teacher er.couraged
children to work together

and seek nelp from each
other.

3. The teacner often asked
children to consult resources

other than herseif or class-
room peers for help in
answering quﬂstlcns or
resoiving prb’b’lé'rrié.

questlons asked chlldren
to make inferences, give
reasons,; draw conclusions,

make judgments or analyze.

chlldren to fngure fhlﬂgs
out for themselves and rely
on their own personal
resources.

prumarn]v interested in
gett:ng chnldrer tc under-

rather than acquxre a iot

of facts:

w,
\
|

Statamant

fcirzls n-a
1 2 3 4 5
CR
1 2 3 4 5
CR
1 2 3 4 5
CR
1 2 3 & 5
CR
1 2 3 &% 5
CR
1 2 3 & 5
CR

B=21

The teachar r=re.y probed
children's statement/rasponsas.
but tﬁstead dropoed the con-
versation; asked another child
or provided correct answers to
the child:

The teacher rarely asked children
to werk together or seek halp
from each other.

The teacher rarely asked children
to consult resources other than
herself or classroom peers For
help in answering guestions oOr
resolving problems.

Most of the teacher's questicns
were asking children to give or
repeat facts.

The teacher rarely encouraged
tﬁil#féﬁﬁ;b figure things out fcr

interested in gettlrg childred
to acquire a lot of facts

rather than understand the why of

things:

‘0

(et



FOCUSED OBSERVATICN I

Classwoom Memzzemens

Nctes
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2: Are misbehaviors or classroom disruotions mostly of the ''talking tooiquc““ ‘

variety or are they of the more sérious kind such &3 fizshting, arguing or
running?

3. s tﬁéiteacher able to handle interruptions and still keep calm and sware

of wnat is going on in tne classroom?

4. Does the teacher kees classroom activities running smoothly without Too many
interruptions or a lot of waiting.

5. Do the chuldren have to wait a Ionc time for directions, ass:gnnents,
materials, or learning activities?

6. How effectivé is the teacher in dealing with disruptions or misbehaviors?

7. Does the teacher prefer to reascn or talk to the children about m:sbet-avxorc

or disruptlons or does she/he reiy more on threats, commands and other technigues
of control?

(Y}

0 B-22




FOCUSED OBSERVATION 11

»behavxors or keeplng chxl-

dren on task-

2. The teacher genera]iy
caugnt misbenaviors in
time so, that they rarely

spread or increased in
sernousness.

3. The teacher demonstrated
great ability for dealing
g:th ‘more than one thing at

a tlne. Interruptions rarely
made her losz all contact
ulth what he/she was doing-

ﬁiifﬁg teacher kept class-

room activities running

smoothly without freguent

delays or dnsruptIOns.

S The teacher rarely kept
children waiting for di-

zectlcns; ;esgies§tgnments,

materials or for classroom
activities to begin._

6. The teacher preferred to
reason or talk to the chil-
dreﬁ abbut misbehaviors or
disruptions:

7: Adu’ts nd children in

the classroom hac no proolem

making themselves HEard.

8. The teacher seemed calm
and at ease; he/she did not
become ‘easily disturbed

by classroom situations.

2 3 4 5
tR

2 345
ErR

2 3 4 5
CR

2 3 4 5
CR

2 3 45
R

3 34 5
CR

2 3 4 5
¢r

> 3 § 5

‘,,
€r

| 5N

The teacher spent most of the
time controlling mistenaviors
or keeping children on task.

The teacher rarelv acted to
Efeveﬁt misbehaviors from

spreading or increasing in

seriousness:

The téécﬁér was 'u'riéb'ie tc

at tlme-iilgterruptnons fre-

quently made H;@{Hef lose ail

contact with what he/she was
deing. .

The teacher did not keep
classroom activities running
smoothly. Delays and interruptions

were frequent.

' The teacher frequently made
chuldreh wait for directions,

task assignments or materials or

for classroom activities to begin.

';l;ﬁé teacher tended to rely more

— -

,,,,,,,,

technxques o? beRavior control and

less on giving reasons or .alknnc

to chlidren sbout misbehaviors or
disrupylons.

Adults and children in this class-
room had a very hard time making
themselves heard.

The teacher seemed uneasy; he/she

9ecame,easnly distracted by class-
room situations.



Staterent A :

3. The teacher se=med to be
very well respected and
listened to by the children.
10: The children were very
cooperative in doing what
was expected of tnem.
11. For the most part, this
is a well-managed classrocom.

{Circle one)

1 23 4% 5
éz.

1 2 3 4 5
R

1 2 3 & 5
CR

B-24

Statement B

The teacher did not sesm to
be respected or listened to

. by the children.

The children wers not ccoperative,
and for the most part did wha:
they pleased.

For the most part, this is a_

very poorly-managed classrcom: *

ot
€3
Of |



FOCUSED OBSERVATION 111

Clzssrceom Cilimcze

Notes

- _

L

3. Is there a lot of interest and involvement in learning activities?

4. Are the children made to feel competent?

5. Are the children allowed to interact socially?

6. Are the experiences of children outside the school taken into account
in the classroom?

7. Do the children volunteer experiences, opinions or ideas without being asked?

8. Are cthe children allowed to move freely around the room and work at plgves

1op
128




FOCUSED OBSERVATION !

Statement A

Summary Ratings

{Circia Ons)

_Gez-3—=n+ 3

1. Children in the ;'assrcon
received a grzat geal of
encouragemernt Trom the
teacher in their work.

2. Children frequently

initiated interactions
wi*h the teacher.

3. The children seemed -
iﬁtéféstad iﬁiéﬁd atten-

activities provided.

wers allcwed
socialiy most

in the classroom.

Children
interact

the time

k.
to
of

5. Children were encouraged
to express and discuss per-
sonal experiences, ideas,
feelings, thoughts, etc.

6. There were many oppor-
tunities or much encour-
agement of peer teaching,
jbiﬁt efforts, cooperation
on learning tasks, grcup

projects; etc:

7. For the most part, all
children in the classroom
were treated fairly and
equitably.

8. The teacher seemed to

be trylng to coo—dlnate

. Tne tsacher sesme.’
extremely enthusiast.c;
he/she seemed to really

enjcy teaching.

1

-

2

N

3
-

D w 8w

505
4 5
b5
5 5
L3
b5
4 5
4 5
55

in the clas;gggnifif

little encouracement
teacher.

€hildren
rece:ved
from the

Children never initiated
interactions with the teacner.

The children seesmed to lack
interest and attention during
learning activities:

‘Children were never allowed to

interact socially except during
recass or play periods.

Children were not sncouraged o
express and discuss personal

thoughts.

There wers no opportunities or
encouragement for peer teaching
joint efforts, cooperation on
Iearnxng tasks, group prc;ects,
etc.

it seemed evident that the teacher
had “'favorites” who were treated
differently from other children.

The teccher did not seem to be

coordirate

and school

making an effort to
the children s home
experiences.

The teacher did not seem to enjoy -
what he/she was doing.
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Statement A B {Circle Gna)  _ St3tement 8 i

ig. T} ‘Eééé%éf was arTec- 1 2 3 4§ 5 THe taachHer was csld or
tionate and warm toward the unfriendly toward the
choudréh cR children.

11. The téétﬁsr ‘encouraged and |1 3 4 5 The teacher did not really
supported ua{ ticication cfT } o support or encourage partici-
handicapped children in the NA €tr pation of handicapped o

. full range of éé;1v1tles. children in classrcom activities.

12. It was é:ﬁéréha\thét the 1 2 3 4 5 It was apparent that the teacher
teacher was very sensitive o _ w35 not sensitive to the speciai
to the special needs .of hand- NA tR needs of handicaoped chiicdren and
capped children and wa7 there- therefore was not doing ahythihg
fore doing a variety of Eﬁlﬁég- to really meet EESéé needs.’
to meat rthose needs. ' X 2

13. The teacher supported and, 1 2 3 4 5 The teacher did not really support
encouraged hilingual/bicui- . and encourage bilingual/bicultural
taral ;children to participate N, NA c children.to participate in pesr
in peer social interaction. \ social interaction

- _ _ R _ N _ _

14. 1t was apparent that the T 2 2 % 5 It was apparent that the teacher
teacher valued cultural dif- L placed a low vaiue on cultural
ferences nighiy and seemed ER\ differences and did not seem to
to be doing his/her best to SN be doing much to promote cuiturai
promote cultural understand- _ A% understanding in the classroom.
ing in the classroom. N

15: There seemed to be a high 1 2 3 4 5 . There seemed to be a genera!
degree of interest and in- \Jack of interest or invoivement
volver:nt in learning activi- R in learning activities in this
ties on the part of adults and class. .
children in this .classroom. _ \“,

16 The adults in this class= 1| 2 3 & 5 The adults in this classroom
room seemed to go out of seemed to make no effort to
their way to make children ErR make all children feel wanted
feel wanted and accepted: and accepted: ™

17. The adults in this class- 1 2 3 4 5 Tre adults in té}siciéégFaaa
.room seemed to go out of their _ <semed to make no offort to
way to make children feel CR ~ake all children fee&l compe-
competent .d successful: tent and successful.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

GLO3AL RATINGS: FOCUSED CBSERVATICNS

the focused observations as possibie; and
Refer © the sirmmaries thst ysu
Hagé iucemeﬂts.

Comslete these ratings as soon after n
in éhy event before thé nex: cdseFVEtich.
""" Szsen

the two. Clrcle ybur answer
Statement A cle One) Statament B

——————
1. The teacher often probed 3 § 5  The teacher rarely probed child-
children's statements/res- ren's statement/resocnses; but
ponses, asked them to e=xtend instead dropped the ggnyg[saglgn,
or ahb]xfy them or explored asked another chx’d or provideg
the child's reason for 3n in- correct answers to the child:
carrect rasponse.
2. The teacher encouraged 3 4 5 The teacher rare]y asked child=
children to work tcgether and ren to work together or seek
se=k help from each other. help from each other:
3. The teacher often asked 3 4 5  The teacher rarely asked child-
children to consult _resources ren o consult resources other
other than herself or class- gbgniheF§éiF7§f“§§é§§%§§@igé§fs
room peers for help in an- for heip in answering questions
swering questions or resolv;ng or resolving preblems:
EiaEléﬁs.
L. Most of the teacher's gues- 3 4 5 Most of the teacher's gquestions
tions asked children to make were asking children to give or
inferences, give reasons, draw repeat facts.
conclusions,; make jUtfgméhtg or
analyze.
5. The teacher encouraged 3 4 5  The tescher rarely encouraged _
children to figure things out children to figure things out for
for themselves and rely on themselves and re]v on their own
their own persornal resoiurces. personal resources:
6. The *eachegiggemediéfjfi 3 L 5 The teacher seemed primarily
marily interested in getting interested in getting children
children to understand the to acquire a lot of facts ratner
why of things rather than than understand the whv of things.
acquire a lot of facts. 3 .

R
R
F=28



Statement A_

(Circle Ome)

Statement B

—

7. The teacher spent very 1
little time controlling mis-
behaviors or keening children
on task:

8. Teacher generally caught 1
mxsbehavnors in time So that

they rarely spread or xncreased

in seriousness:

g. THe teacher demonstrated |
great ability for dealing with
more than one thing at 3 time.

Interruptions rareiy made him/

her lose all contact with what
he/she was doing.

10. The teacher kept classroom 1

activities running smoothly

without frequent delays or
dnsruptlons.

11: The teacher rarely kept 1

childreﬁ waltlng for dlrectlons,

12. The teacher preferred to 1
reason or talk_to the chxldren
aboct misbehaviors or dis-

ruptions.

13: Adults and children in the 1
classroom had no problem making
themselves heard.

14. The teacher se=med calm 1

and at ease; he/she did not
become a3sily disturbed by

classroom situations.

15. The teacher seemed to be ]

very well respected ard lis-

tened to by the children:

2 3 &
2 3 &
2 3 &4
2 3 &
2 3 4
2 3 &
2 3 &4
2 3 4§
2 3 4

5

w

Uy

U

s-dg7 D)

The teacher soent most of the
time controlling misbehaviors cr

keeping children on task.

Teacher rarely acted to prevent

increasing

in seriousness.

Teacher was unable to deal with
more than one thing at a time.

{nterruptions frequen*lv made
him/her lose all contact with

_ what he/she was doing:

Teacher did not keep classrocm

activities running smoothly.

Delays and interruptions were
frequent.

Teacher frequently made children
wait for directions, task assign

ments or materials:

The teacher tended to rely ﬁore
on commands; _ threats and oth
techniques of behavior contro:

and 1ess on giving resasons or

talking to children about mis-

behaviors or disruptions.

Adults and children in this
classroom had a very hard time
making themseives heard.

The teacher seemed uneasy; he/
she became easily distracted by
classroom Situations.

The teacher did not seem to be

respected or listened to by the
children.



Statement A (Circie One) _ Statement 8

16: The children wers very 1 2 3 & 5 Children were not ooperative,
cooperative in doing what was and for the most part did what
expected of them. they pleased.

17. For the most part; this is 1 2 3 & 5  For the most part, this is a

a well managed classroom: very poorly managed classroom.
18. Children in the classroom 1 2 3 4 5 Children in the classroom re-
received a great deal of en- ceived little encouragement
Eﬁﬁfégéﬁéﬁt from the teacher from the teacher.

in their work:

19. Children frequently ini- 1-2 3 4 5 Children never initiated inter- -

tiated interactions with the actions wnth the teacher:
teacher. L

20. Tﬁé children seemed inter- 1 2 3 & 5  The children seemed to lack

ested in and attentive o the _ interest and attention during
learning activities provided. learning activities:

——— 21. thildren were allowed to 1 2 3 & 5 Children were never allowed to
interact socially most of the interact socially except during
time in the classroom: recess or play békidds.

22. Children were encouraged 1 2 3 4 5 Children werz not encouraged to
to express and discuss ver- express and discuss personal
sonal experieaces; ideas; experiences, ideas, feelings,
feelings,; thoughts; etc. thoughts, etc.

23. THere were many oppor= -1 2 3 4 5 There. were no opportunities or
tunities or much encouragement : encouragement for peer teaching,
of peer teaching; joint joint efforts, cooperation on
efforts, cooperation on learning tasks, group projects,
learning tasks, group projects, etc.

etc.

25, For the most part, all 1 2 3 4 5 [t seemed evident that the tea-
children in the classroom cher had ''favcrites'' who were
were treated fairiy and treated differently from other
equitabiy: children.

25. The t icher seemed to be 1 2 3 &4 5 The teacher did not seem to be
trying to coordinate the making an effort to coordinate
children's home and school the children’s home and school

experiences: experiences.

bea

[s0]
|

-30




Sta*ﬂ*er

t8

26. The teacher seermed ex-
tremely enthusiastic; he/she
seemed to realiy enjoy teach:ng.

Z7. The teacher was affectionate i

and warm toward the children:

28. The teacher encouraged and
supported Eé?inéxpatuon of
handncapped children in the

full range of classroom
activities.

79 It was apparent that the

teacher was very géﬁSltlve to

children and was therefore dcing
a variety of things to meet

those needs.

30. The teacher suppcrted and
encouraged bilingual/biculturai
chiidren to participate in peer
sacial interaction.

31. It was 3apparent that the
teacher valued cultural differ=
ences hlghly and seemed to be
doing his/her best to promote
cultural understanding in

the classroom.

32 There Seemed to be a ﬁ:gh
degree of anterest and |nvolve-

the part of adults and children

in this classroom.

33 The adults in this classroom
seemed to go out of their way to
make children feel wanted and

accepted.

34. The adults.in this classroom 1

seemed to go out of their way to

make children feel competent and
successtui.

—t |

NI

N
(V)

Thz teacher did fot seem to
enjcy what he/she was aoing.

The teacher was cold or un-
friendiy toward the children:
The teacher did not really
support or encourage partici-
pation of handlcapped childran

in classroom activities:

it was apaarent *hat the éécﬁer

was not sensitive to the soeciai

needs of handicapped chiidren

and therefore was not doing any-

thing to rea]]v meet those needs:

The teacher did not rea]ly sup-

port and encourage blilqggg?{r

bicultural cnildren to partici-
pate in pe=r social interaction:

1t was apparent that the teacher
placed a low value on cultural’
differences and did not seem to
be doing much to prombte cultural
understanding in the classroom:

There seemed to be a genera!

Iack of snterest or |néoivement

Seemed to make no effort ggimake

all children feel wanted and
accepted.

The adults in this classroom
seemed to make no effort to
make atl ch:ldren feel competent
and successful.

o
|1

=1

iy




APPENDIX C
Descriptive Summaries for ltems of the
Spring 1979 Teacher Interview

Table C-1

scriptive Summary of the Sprlng 1979 Teacher Interview, Part 1:

Teacher Background

various grade levels (n—283)

N %

Head Start T: 48 14.8
P: 25 8.8

c: 17 6.0

Other Preschool T: 37 10.9
P: 17 6.0

€: 14 k.9

Kindergarten T: 91 32.1
p: L2 14.8

€: &9 17:3

Grades 1-3 T: 241  85.1
P: 100  35.3

€: 141 49.8

Grades 4-6 T: 75  26.5
P: 30  10.6

c: ‘45 15.9

Secondary T: 15 5.3
P: 7 2.5

c: 8 2.8

Other T: 95 8.8
P: 14 4.9

C: 11 3.9

Percentage of teachers wnth prior experlence at each grade leve] by the number
of years' experience at that level (table entries are percentages of total res-

pondents for that column) :

B Head Other . Grades Grades
Years Start Preschool Kindergarten i-3 L-6 Secondary Other
1 T: 31.0 45.2 24.2 7.8 36.0 33.3 32.0
P: 20:0 Li.2 30.9 11.0 43 .4 42.8 28.7
C: 571 50:0 18:4 5.7 31:1 25.0 36.4
23 T:  23.8 21.9 27.4 21.3  37.4 53.3 22.0
P: 28.0 47.0 30.9 25,0 23.4 57.2 2.0
€: 17.6 35.8 244 19.2 46 .8 50.0 55 .4

-

Nois: Item numbers correspond to the item numbers in the spring 1979 Teacher Inter-

view form.

*Percentages for this item may add to more than 100%; since more than one response

category cen be used:

T =

Tota! (italiés): P = PDC; C = Comparison



Table C-1.
{continued)
Percentage of teachers with prior experience at each grade ievel, by the nomber
of years' experience at that levei (table entries are percentages of total res-
pondents for that column) (cont.):

) Head  Other ~ ~  Grades Grades i
Years ~ Start Preschool Kindergarten 1-3 L-6 _ Secondary Other
k-5 19:0 9.7 22.0 15.8 10.
16:0  11:8 14, 15.0 10.
23.5 7:1 - 28. 16:4 [RIN

5 12. 22.0 ... 10.
16. 22.0 13.
8. 22:2 8.
11 2.
13. 6.
10.
19.
15.
22.
2.

3.

- O~

6-10

. .
VION OO0 Q

— O o

11-15

OO OOQ WOk WO
QO Uy,

12.

N A

Voo~ U oo ko

C OOy GOU N
oy

vy Q ¢t
.
IO N

16-30

N OOy 0N
O O
o th
N i
O IO NWIOY,

More Than 30

MUV~ DU~ DU~ OO~ OV —
[elleRwiiNe Nlolwy
00T OO0

OO0 OO0 O0OCQ

oo,

4.
2. Years taught at present school or center {(n=278)%*:

N b4

42 15.1
20 16.7
22 13.9
69  24.9
36 30.0
33 20.

49 1726
20 16.7
29 18.

62 22:3

0

9

4-5 6
7

3

3

27 22:6
2

9

0

2

2

0

5

6-10
35 22:
36 2.9
12 10.0
24 15.
20 7:
5 4.0
15 9.!

11-15

16-30

OO~ O OV IO~ VDI~ O O]

ez 1

~ 1
[Sar Y



‘Table C-1
(continued) -

3. Numbei taught in special or experimental school projects (n=282):
N 3

T: 118 40:1

P: 45  36.6

C: 68 42:8
k. Projects at which taught, by name (n=113)%:
N 2
26 22
7 i5.
18 26:
65 57.
23 51.
42 61.
2.
6.

Follow Through

ESEA Title |
ESEA Title 111
Magnet School?
ESAA

1.
, 6.
10 14,
31 27.

17 37,
% 20.

Title VIl Bilingual

Other?

IV~ OV O V]| ('D"'U‘—H MUV~ OV OV -
OVOOIR: NN Gy WD D OQ O O =—th \U1TOoY

5. How came to tcach at present school or center (n=280):
N 3

137 '

55

82

Assigned T
P
c

Self-Request T: 6¢
P:
¢

X

L . I
O OO NAD D

25
35

N NS Do Uy iy

— O Fa
ol

#Percantages for this item may add to more than 100%, since more than one response .
category can be used.

1c > P; prebability by Fisher's exact test; :0083.
2p > C; probability by Fisher's exact test; .0374.

0. -3 175




Table C-1.
{continued)

N 2
Invited or Recruited T 67  23.9
P 33 27.5
C 34 21.3
Other T: 16 5.7
P 7 5.8
C 9 5.6
6. Degrees or credentials held (n=281):

N S
- CDA T: 1 0.2
P: i 0.8
C: C 0
High Schioo! T: 2 0.7
P: 2 .7
C: O' 0
Coliege Credit T: 4 1.4
P: 2 1.7
c: 2 1.3
College Degree T: 95 34.1
P: 45 37.1
C: 50 31.2

Master's Credit T. 92 3%:6 )
P 3k 231
€: 58 36.2
Mast<i ‘s begree T: 51 8.1
P: 22 18.2
€: 29 18:1
Doctorate Credit T: 32  11.3
p: 13 10.7
19 11.9
Other T: ¢ 1.¢
: P: 2 1.7
C: 2 1.3

7.. Number reporting training. in child development theory (n=282):

N
T: 246
P: 112
C: 134




Table C-1.
{continued)

%
&

Undergraduate Major

Undergraduate Courses

ax—uy& 0% 100N

N
(Vo]
OV~ O}
DN IO \H:—"Ml

Graduate Course-

-~y %0
- Oy

@

~N
DY WAL, WV IR
Gy N IO U
Q. O~

Summer !nstitute or Workshops

I

NN

o — 0 W00
SN v O o\bo

CDA Training

Other

Urwe ol
W N

o

*Percentages .for this item may add to more thar 100%, since more than one response

category can be used:

c-5

[y

(@)
P |
QJ’\
~¥




.z Table C-2
Descriptive Summary of the Spring 1979 Teacher Interview, Part 2:
Freqguency of lhyblvemeht in Various Center and Classroom Activities
9. Percentage of teachers involved and #Fédﬁéhty 6# involvement; by éttinty (ﬁ=283§5
M K . _ - _ o
Once Every 2-3 Weekly
a Other Times or’

Type of Involvement N Never Year Month Monthly Month More

. a. Curriculum committees at T: 262 19.4 21.8  12.4 = 16.3  11.0  19.1
‘ center/school .} P: 123 17.1 12.2 13.0 . 22.0. 1.5 . 24.3
C: 160 =21.3 29.3 11.9 1.9 10.6  15.0
b. Met with other teachers T: 2835 5.3 4. 6.0 12.4 13 58.0
of own grade to discuss  P: 123 3.3 &4, 5.9-° 106 13 63.3
. edicational approach: c: 160 6.9 5. 6.9 13.8 13 53.6
c. Curriculum committees TS 282  37.2 29.2 12.1 - 12.1 & 3.9
with teachers from. P: 123 28. 13.8 15.4 - 4 § =
other grades. C: 159 - 30.2  10.7 9.4 . 5. 3.

1.

17.

. 19.
+15.
14.
21.
12.
23.
22.
23.
T
/ 1.
0.

13.
3.
4.

14.
17:
©13.

24.
28.
20.
25.
. 18.
30.
10:
11.
9.
12,
15
10.

: 262
123
159
: 261
1122
159
: 282
122
169
: 280
: 123
: 157

- - d. Met with kindergarten -
‘ teachers to discuss
educational approach.

| — F R VN RN
QO Gy O NN

e. Discussed particular -
child's needs with ele-
mentary school: teachers.

s

NG OV NI, OWIo Wi
PRI NIO I,

.~

f. Discussed a child's needs
with specialists, resource
people.’ )

O 00 WIN. . 00w S <D & bokgys
T4
~N

QD WD W

V= o @IS MY NI O B Ot NIOIS! DAt

Yo

el T v T RNY

g: Visited classes in asso-
ciated center/school.

TRV S - 5 TR
o

o

. w

. . a\
W@ 00O DOV SO0 gD N

OV~ v OV -4 OV~ OV OV~
WUT 0O 00~I W ONOVrE QO e ki Ol ~J U B
M
o

O 00—y 0\-—-D~u O OOt
WRRN LY WD O

8
2.
4
h: Used people; resources : 83 14:1 38.2 18 15. 3
from community: 123 3.9 317 17 18 7 "10.
. 160 -15.0 43.0 18 13. 5. 3
i. Discussed in class roles T: 283 2.8 20.5 7.3 L2 18.4 I4.
and services of people” : 123 - 8:1 19.5 15 19. 21. 16.
in community: ) : 160 7:5 21:2 18 22. 16. 13.8
A Note: Itein numbers correspond to the item numbers in the spring 1979 Teacher

T TInterview— — ' ‘

"1ppC more frequent involvement than Comparisons-probability by x?, :0034.
z : .- T I _
i T = Total (italiecs); P = PDC; C = Comparison ‘““~\~\_\;\\_;:‘§‘;

= o
b~ o~

~ . : " . - . P

L]




‘Table C-2
(continued)

g. ég;;ehtggé of teachers involved and frequency of involvement; by activity (n=283)
(cont.): Orice Every 2-3 ﬁéékiy
&  Other Times  or

Type of Involvement N Never Year Month Monthly Menth More
T: 283 62.5 25.1 3.2 '

j. Observed teachers in
own center/school.

(o W BEC]
—
N
(V2
O\ O3
=]
.
(@]
N
N
o
— N
(o2 RS IL J
O L0
. .

QO QIO NN, OGN =t b

materials.

— iy |
= WA I W W
f ' '

. )
CHOVN W Qi
e |

— N D
QoM

[ gy
it CJ\.D\.(OJ 4 ov s

NS D WOV, WAt it

IS0 OVO0IN O - O

1. Observed teachers in
other centers/schools.

w1
o0
— DS~ 100N

[ENY
OYNIN OI0IQ: & ~d % O W kg
. LI . . . . . . . .

m. Used health and nutrition
faterials, activities.

OV~ OO VD=4
N
)
~NONM N

N

N
wWiw ™.
(¢ s RPRTRN>)

N
000y
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Tabie C-3
Descriptive Surmary of the Spring 1979 Teacher Interview, Part 3:
Parent lnvolverer.t

10. Number reporting home visits to any children in their class (n=283):

N %
T: 127 44.9
P: 57 41.3
C: 70 43.8

11. Number of homes visited (n=127):

N 3

! 18 18
P: 9 15.7

C: 9 13.C

2-3 i e 340
P: 21 36:6

C: 23 32:2

45 T: 17 13.5
P: 8 14:1

C: 9 13:1

6-10 T: 14 71.8
P: 4 7.0

C: 10 14.5

1i-15 T: 7 5.8
P: 2 3.6

C: 5 7.2

16-29 T: 16 12.7
P: 6 10.6

C: 10 14.4

More Than 30 T: 11 8.8
P: 7 12.4

C: g 5.6

Note: iféﬁrﬁﬁﬁBéE§7§6FFé§§+ﬁ8 to the item - ~2rs3 in the spring 1979 Teacher
Interview form:

c-8




Table ¢-3.
{continued)
12. Teacher activities on hcme visits (table entries are percentages of responses
to that item): :

Relotive | oo
On Some  On Most
N Never Visits Visits
a. Inform parents of school T: 128 11.1 19.0 9.9
oF center events. P: 56 12.5 23.2 64.3
: C: 70 10.0 15.7 74:3
b. Let acquainted. T: 127  11.8 21.3 66.9
P: 57 10.5 246 64.9
C: 70 12.9 B.8% 68.5
c. Obtain parest input T: 126 22.2 205 37.3
about teaching P: 56 25.0 33.9 §1.1
5. ategies. C: 70 20.0 Ls5.7 34,3
d: Discuss parent T: 126 7.1 24.6 58.3
activities at home. P: 56 5.4 25.0 69.5
C: 70 5.6 24.3 67.1
e: Discuss chiid's T: 122 7.9 33.3 58.8
problems. P: 98 3.6 30.4 66.0
C: b 1.4 35.7 52.9
. biscuss parent's T o125 ss.2 a8 138
complaints: P: 55 58:9 25:0 16:1
C: 69 58.0 31.9 10.1
- Other T2 82 0.0 887
P: ) 36:3 27.3 3% &
C: 19 31:6 31:68 36:8

13. Percentage of teacher's children whose parents have visited the classroom at
least once (not inciuding paid aides) (n=279):

N %

1-25% T 22 8:5
P: 3 7:3

C: 15 5.6

26-50% T 27 12.7
p: 23 18.7

e 18 11.5

51-75% T: 38 13.%
P: 22 17.9

c: 16 10.3

76-100% T 176 £3.1
P 69 56.1

C 107  58.6

bt
e
(o2

c-9




‘Table C-3
(continued)

14. What parents did when they visiied or worked in classroom (table entries are

percentages of responses for that IFem): ) 7§6me 7H6§t
. N None Parents Parents

a: tbserved the class: T: 279 15.3 59.5 24.7
P: 122 13.1 60.7 26.2

C: 157 17.8 58.6 23.6

b: Went on field trips: T: 280 38.2 55.7 6.1
P: 123 39.8 52.9 7-3

C: 157 36.9 58.0 5.1

c: Helped make materials:  T: 278  49.4 7.0 3.6
P: 123 Ly 7 50.4 kg

C: 155 53.2 4L .2 2.6

d: Help 515@ curriculam; T§ 280 68:2 26:2 3:6
own child: P: 123 65.0 30:9 L

c: 157 70:7 261 3.2

e. Help plan curriculur; T: 280 87:8 12.1 Q
other children: P: 123 79:7 20.3 9

C: 157 93:0 7:0 0

f. Helped clean up. T: 279 ¢7.3 £2.7 70.0
P: 122 hb.3 h2.6 13.1

€: 157 Lg:7 L42:.7 7:¢

g. Disciissed their child's T: 280 1.4 13.8 85.0
progress and problems. P: 123 0.8 15.4 83.8

€: 157 1:9 12:1 86.0

h. Attended class social T: 280 6.4 4.3 49.3
cccasions. P: 123 7.3 Lg.6 43,1

C: 157 5.7 40.1 54,2

i. Complained. T: 280  41.¢ 55.8 1.8
P: 123 39.0 5¢.6 Z.5

C: 157 43.3 55.4 1.3

j. Worked with other T: 279 27.3 . 28.2 2.3
parents. P: 122 47.5 45.9 6.6

C: 157 57.1 50.4 2.5

k. Attended routine T: 280 5.2 18.1 76.7
parent conferences.? P: 123 5.7 244 69.9

c: 157 4.5 13.4 82.1

v
v
(]

C: rreanbility by Fisher's exact test, .0009.
2¢ > P; probatility by x%. .04b62.

_Cc-10
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Table ¢73
{continued)

14. What parents did when they visited or worked in classroom (table entries are
percentages of responses for that jtem) (cont.): B -

B T _ Soifie ~ Most

N None Parents Parents
50.9 8.
58. 12.
45 | 6.
50- 14:
12 16 58. 25.
16 4g.9 43. 6.

10 VWorked with children:!  T: 277 40

m. Other activities:

\n
AV ]
£
) [0} )
NN W e
WO W Uiwo:

oY - Orv
(3]
@
98]
(I
O D NN

15. Number of teachers responding that some or most parents worked with children

(n=277):

{oe

N

172 59.9

86 70.5
30 51.7
Type of parent activity (table entries are percentages of responses for that
item) : Some s
Some Most

M- None  Parents  Parents

21 12.3 53.
88 12.
83 12.
171 24.
88 18.
83 30.
171 €5.
88 62.
83 68.

TR

oI~

(1]

a. Worked individually with

children on school work.

b. Worked with small groups
on teachef assignments.

—NQ oW
(1N
©0

W o Wy o

PN D
UV 00 Gy
.

c. Worked individually with

OO~ MO~ OO

88 65.
83 73.

174 67. " 25.3
8 65.
83 68.
171 77.
88 75.
83 . 80.

d. Worked witi sma'l 3roups
on parent assigaments.

VI A0 IOy ~ U h
N
~J
NN W N DY
N B O, ISP Gy o)

1

]

2}
T

e. Workec wi . L.ire class
on teacher z;:ignments.

f. W--ked with entire class
on parent assignments.

[qp in v BC ERR o Who BRES NENN oo S ¢ PSS
[0 o
o0
N
v
—ON O, L)W

~ O W
[
o)

p > C; probability by x-, .0042.

R
e
(]




Table €3

15. Type of parent activity (table entries are percentages of responses for that
item) (cont.): i -
. _ Some _ Most
N None Parents Parents
3.5
2.3
b,

171 27.2 29
88 4h . : 53.
83 50. bk,

z 29,
3
6

23 23.5 56.
; _
5

g. Defonstrated special
skills for the class.

h. Other. . ! 5¢
12 33.; 66.
1 5k b5,

OIUi— oI
e ey ea . .

VIsg. & OV Bk
OWLCS:

16. Frequency of other types of contracts with parents (notes, teélephone calls)

(n=283) :

I
Qoo

i
~
~
; (4]
S .
O S wWwo~N

Never

M O -

Once a Year

™ O |
\D
un

Every Other Month

o O —| '
eiee we sei e s
~J
.
w100t

Monthly

o U |
I CREN
NN Do

Two to Three
Times per Month

Weekly or More

[ ]
i
: L \O
. o« 8 3 . . . .
W R DN 0O Wwi— N

[qp in e HC BN oo Min « NEES I ] !
~N)
~
[\
Uy

17. Advantages of having parents involved in thei. center or school (n=283)%:

liz!

%

Nore! 7 T:

’

o
. [T
DN Do
ON o= iy
e e

[qu Bin v}

*Percentages for this item may add to more than 100%; since more than one response
category can be used.

1c > P; probability by Fisher's exact test, .0LE7.
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‘Table C-3
(continued)

17: Advantages of having parents involved in their center or school (n=283) (cont.)*:
L 3

&7 16

SEENN VA
26 16:
79 27:
36 29.
K3 27
11 3:
5 4,

6 3.

52 18.
20 16.
32 20.

Helps with discipline

A1lows individualization

Helps meet special needs of handicapped

Parents have special skills

Teachers have more time to plan

OO0 VAl VTl YO~ O T —

Parents can do more at home

Bring perspective of own culture

WA, WAL COWVIMm W OO NWWD U -

Understand school life better 148 52.

(o)
~
N
[ S\

Wi |

Incresse child seif-esteem

Personal growth for parents

C
ONWO '~

= -ents understand child's problems, abilities

Other

?:?wq‘ OV~ OOV~ OV~ OV OV~ YOI~
-
o
w
N
(28 ¥) Rwt

[ooR V2 BaNE |
. . . . . .
N Sd R W

*Percentages for this item may add to more than 100%, since more than one response
catego.'y can be used:

—
qe
1




Table C-3

/77 (continued)

N 18. Disadvantages of having parents involved in their center or school (n=280)%:
| N 2
None T: 52 18:4
P: 23 18:9
C: 29 18:.4
Parents not reliable T: 62 £1.9
P: 24 19.7
C: 38 241
Parents untrained and.no time to teach them  T: 8¢  28.7
: P: 33  27.0
F 51 32:3
Don't need extra adults T: £ 1.4
p: 2 1.6
¥ 2 1-3
Too many adults disrupt class! T 65 23.0
p: 18 14.8
C: L7 29.7
Teacher cannot act naturally T. 20 7.1
: P: g 51
T i5 9.5
Parents' prosence has negative effect SENE)
on child EANEN
5 2.0

Classrcom behavior or information not
kept confidential

DO
A
[

e B o W « B K o e « I
N

19 G

Parents want to change things, challenge 29 167
teacher P il ER
C: 18 1.5

0ther T: 40 147
P: 18  1h:C

c 22 13.9

“Percentages for this item may add to more than 100%, since rore than one response
category car. be used. .

. ¢ =~ F; probability by Fisher's exact test, .0022.




Table C-4
Descriptive Summary of the Spring 1979
Changes Since |

Teacher Interview, Part &:

97

v

26. Teacher perceptions of changes since 1975 (or teacher entry i later) (n=283):
A Mod-
Little erate

_N_ Changez Change Change Change N

For
Worse

For
Better

a. Philosophy of teaching. T: 279 23. 25.8  31.2 @ 14.7 == — —
P: 120 25.0 29.2  32.5 13.3 == == --
€: 159 30: 23:3 30.2 15.7  -- == ==

b. Materials or methods 279 12. 26. 20. 239 95.

1] |

for teaching language

or math:

. Materials or methods

for teaching other

subjects.

‘oom arrangement.

. Purposes of home

visits.

What parents do in
the classroom. !

Y U

[qn e VAL 3

OV~ VDI~ O DI

121
158
279
121
158

280
121
159
149

67

82
257
114
143

12.
13.
17.
14,
19.
23.
20.
25.
58.
25-
60.
¢5.
37-
52.

400 WINIING 0ONIO: VO W Bt 0010 &

22.
29.
28.
28.
27.
25.
22.
27.

DO Y WO AD ka

OAWW G 00— Q) -~ Ui\

47.
35.
21.
43.
39.
27.
28.
26.
10.
7-
12.
17.
24

AR

W RUG NN BO U OO &0

N = D\

— oty |
W NIEFW NN
. . . e

[\'B

——ka NN
— NGy O100

— bl
\D &= Do,
Lo

QOO . O N 00~ “JAD IO, .f\)‘-ﬁ'"\l\

[00]
0
oo

00!
P
. o e . e
— GO 0O Lk AW UN R

NI OO Brunans

W N oo Oy

WND NV w0 NN U e S

. Number of parent

. Use of sequenced

.eéaching objectives.

visits to classroom.?

. Knowledge of what goes

on in other classes at
your school/center.

Note:

Interview form.

—ad
¢

' 0!

N

- A
Nc

Little

M

=d-

erate

Ma jor

N_

Change Change

Means
More

Mean

s

Less

OO0 -~ OO —

276

;119

157
278
121
157
276
19
157

Change Change Change Change
' 16.
5.
17:

23:
20:
26.
30.
20.
38.
35.
31
38:

N~ My 0OISd W 00N O

T = Total /italics;; P = POC; ¢ = Comparison
IppC repuit ''greater change;'' probability by x%; :0152.

25:
2k4:
26.
27.
28.
25.
23.
25.
28:

4
L

1

34;
k0.
29.
7.
33.
23:
25.
31.
21.0

W Oy

W Oy =N

ltem numhers correspond to the item numbers in the

2pp¢ report ''greater change;'' probability by x2, .0110.

i

Uy

212
94
118
194
95
93
190
85
105

88.
91.
86
73.
76.
70.
85.
85.
81.9

bt e o RS NI AV A BAN1

D INy

spring 1979 Teacher

11.

00 i .
N
NV

18.

e W N



Table C-4
(continued)

26. Teacner perceptions of changes since 1975 {or teacher entry if later) (n=283)
(cont:): i - B -
B A Mod- B Charige Change
~ No Little erate Major ~ Means Means
N Change Change Changs Change N More Less
j: Knowledge of what gces 257 6. 2¢.9 8.9 9.7 123 78.
on at the Head Start 117 45. 31.6 12.0 11.1 68  86.
or elementary school 150 65. 19.3 6.4 8.6 .55 67.
associated with your A , 4
schuol or center.!

22.0.
13.22
32.7

oo -
~N WLt
(Villoocliu}

100 55.0
k7  53.:
53 56.6

203 80.8
91 83.5
112 78.6
65 569
37 67:6
28 L2

205  80:
92  84:

111 77:

213 88.
S0 87.
i25 &88.

18¢  91.
15 g1.
59 90.

256 65,
11 61.
145 69.
277 29.
119 26.
158 32.
246 80.
110 73.
136 86.
279 2s.
120 2h:
159 34,
279 23:
121 25.
158 22:
278 33.
120 28.
158 37:

k. Number or freguency

of home visits. il.

CONI00ID

2.2 32
b1.
26.

1. Planning with teachers
at own centei or
school .3

N
w N
.
N
.
NN NN N
. e e P
=B S ONVINGD ONVINDN,

m. Planning with teachers
at associated center
or school.

WOV NI OVES
4. ND. &y OV O N G
— N NN D

-~ ONU Wi— Uy VWO
Y
(V2]

U1 00Oy
h e

24
27:
22.
27.
30;
25:
26.
32.
21:

n: Use oi community
resources.

o O, Uy
e e

o: Multicultural
activit.es.

w
~J
.
— 000 MNUT W D 0DW

p: Health, nutrition

materials or
activities:

O 0oLk ONOCOy UT 00 Qo
[aN]

— ey et
.0 3 . . . . 3
OOy 00O N NOO Y

N
U
— 00 NI
VIO W VIgys WOV OV~ DO f~th OV— o .O\\lu\w

OV Oy Wi N ONN O R Ny
o
~Ny

ROV — NN BRI U RO e

ntar or 2L 99 _ 77.

m'nw—{ mj'o:-i OOV~ OV~ OU—~A OD-4 OV

g. Type and amounts of 278 35. 26.8  20. 16.5 181 81.2  18.
interaction between 119 30. 36.1  16. 17.6 82 85.4 14
5 164 8

teacher and centar or 159  39:
building-adiminis-
tration.?>

IPDC report ‘'greater change;'' probability by x2; :6106:

2PpC report 'nore knowledge'' than Comparison; probability by .~ = 's exact test; :0687
3Comparison report both 'no change'' and ""major change' more tfi : .JC; probability by
x?; .0139. -

4PEC report 'more planning and Le.sarison ''less ulanning:' prebability by Fisher's
exact test; :0409:

SComparison report ''no change'' and ''moderate change;'' probability by x2, .0106.

o . ST

[
L

(&%)




Table C-5 -
Descriptive Summary of the Spring 1979 Teacher Interview, Part 5:
Teacher Attitudes Toward the School or Center

ld;u

N

201
81
120
18
26
20
L
6

Definitely Yes

04

0 100y

Probably Yes

—e— k. NS ION N
[o AR ol J NN = RV 5 I N
. .

Probably No

— A 0 OO Sk WOV,

— N WA G WL — N\,
a1 a1 % . . .

pefinitely No

tUndecided

MO~ OV~ OV OV O
e ee s "o se ad i se ss se . se a4 am .

W .ON O WU e

D \O: Do

28. Reasons for staying or leaving (n=283)%:
Reason for Stayiiig Reason for Lem
[ — %

75

29
L6
82 29.0
39 31.7
L3  26:9
166 58.71
61 Lkg.6
105 5.6

Lo I % !
~)

WG TS ) Sy N o

@. The location

NN Do
NoRa o < AV AL ]
Q ooV
My

VI\NIQ WO N

t: i+e curriculum

N Y Uy N Oy

3

. The other teacher:

O
MU~ -4 O -
et iesi e as e ise sw aai el

— =t

Note: Item numbers c~-respon” to the item numbers in the spring 1379 Teacher
Intersiew form.
*Percentages for this item may add to more than 100%; since more than one response

category can be used:

T = Total (italies); P = PDC; C = Comparicon

1c s p; probability by x2, .0246:




Table C=5
{continued)
28. Reasons for staying or leaving (n=283) (cont.)*:

-Reason for Staying Reason for feaving

N Z R T

d. The center director T: 123  23.5 37 11.0
P: kg  %3.5 1 8.9

, C: 7% 46.3 20 12.5

e: The facilities T: 95 - 33.6 20 7.1
P: k3 35.0 10 8.1

C: 52  32.5 10 6.3

f: The resource staff Ti 58 26;5 8 1.2
P: 23 22.8 5 L

C: 30 18.38 4 2.5

g. The pzrents Ti 79 2?;9 13 4:6
P: 29 23.6 g 7.3

C: 50  31.3 4 2.5

h: The neighborhocd T: éa 7.0 20 ?:z
P: 17 13:8 12 9.8

c: 31 19.4 8 5.0
i. The chilcren T: 117 39.2! 5 5.3
P: 6 3235 13 10:6

€: 71 LL- 4 2 1:3

i. What the school or center T: G4 22.€ a 2;2
does for children P§ 36 ZQ;Q 6 9;3

» .C: 34 21:3 3 1:9

k. The soecia! services T: 13 4.8 g 2.1
P: 7 5.7 2 2.4

c: 6 3.8 3 1:9

1. The school atmosphere T: 35  14.4 £ 2.1
or challenge ‘ P: 12 9.8 2 1.6

C: 23 1454 4 2.5
m. The district adminis- T: 1 0.4 5 1.8
tration sr central office P: 1 .8 3 28

: C: 0 0 2 1.3
n. Other T: 29 10.2 35 12.4°
P: 10 8.1 27  22.0

C: 19 11.9 8 5.0

Ic s> F; probability by 2, .0009.

¢+ 2p > ¢; probability by %2, :0909:

3p 5"C; probability by v¢, .GCOI.




Table C-5.
(continued)

RERY

29. Would advise parent to enroll chiid in this school or center, if had the

choice (n=272)1:

befinitely this center or school
Probably this center or school
Probably other centar or school
Definitely other center or school
Undecided

30. Positive and negative reasons for
another center or school (rn=272)

. The facilities

!

b. The curriculum

c. The center director

d. The quality of teaching

1¢ > P; probability by x2, -0490.

\ X
W

MOV~ OV~ OUV—A OO~

OOV =] DU~ MU -

o vl

© I~

azdvising parent

N

—

144

56
88

54
29
25

- U9y

Lo MY

W N IOy
[We JiVWx BT

i R Y2 B R

o -C?‘E\‘): OV o~~~y Do

T, joe.
(SRR

DN
—_—). QNI

N
LG VWG RN N OV

N
N
’

+
(o}

enroll child at this or

Positive Re

N

72
26
46

26
22.
29.
33.
28.
36:
21.
21.
21.
42.
28.
L6.

%Psrcentages for this item may add to more than 100%;

category can be used.

=19 12

Y
v

brea

.6ons  Negative Reasons

N
g 10 3.7
9 5 k2
9 5 3.2
7 5 1.8
8 2 1.7
L 3 1.9
3 11 2.0
2 6 5.1
L 5 3.2
6 7 2.6
] 5 4.2
1 2 5

since more than one response



U

Table C-5

(continued)

30: Tositive and negative reasons for advising parent to enrcll child at this or
another center or-school {n=272) (cont.)*: v
Positive Reasons Negative Reasons
N % N %

55 2.
27 22.
28  18.
35 12.
1L 11,
21 13.
38 14.
19 16.
12.
8z 30.
32 27.
50 32Z.
§ 2
! 0.
5 3.
0

9

e: The availability of special
services or federal
programs

f. Other children

o o —|
N
~J

N — D!

[2X}

[qe e v B
£
0N RO TR BNIOY,
—

. The parents

DD NN
Q QUi OO0 OVUY Oy ULBNQD ONLJNV

for children

A e N T o W - R
0

i. The school atmosphere
or chaltenge

DD

j. The district or central
administration

~ DL O ki O e

[gn Nha v C RENN oo Nin v AR
s as an aa we we
N O M

~{
4
L

~a
UV ON

%,4 33.
15 12
16 10:

k. G.=er

Sl OO NIOOIN: Nk W G OZD I R0 I

O o

e os we
WL D
. . ¢ .
Ny e

“Percentages for this itém may add to more than 100%, since more than one respons:
catedory can be used.

1p > €; probability by x%, .0353.
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Table (-6
Descriptive Sumiary of the Spring 1979 Teacher Interview, Part 6:
Instructional Approach (Global Ratings)

""" Children participate in planning
their own language arts activities.

o —
—_—
[ T R
(e Nl

3
2. Children's language arts 6.6 183 6.
activities are structured for P: 120 65.0 142 8
them by the teacher or by ~ C: 158 67.7 2.5 5.
materials {e.g.; workbooks).:

s (a2
- -
CO a1

79 6.2 .4 223 18.0 7.5 During these times children engage
121 268 19.0 23.1 250 9.1 in différ?ht activities that either
158 27.2 285 22.8 15,2 6.3 they or the teacher plan.

3, During language arts time
all of the class is engaged

in the same or Similar
activities

Lo Ban = NS B0
[ %]

0.0 87 83 i1 104
1200100 5.0 B3 2.0 1.7 works with individial children.
158 100 133 5 -

L. When children are l2arning
lanquage arts skills, the
teacher works with the entire
class as a group.
6. Children's math activities T: 274 70.8 18.1 §
are striictiired for thef by P: 118 66.9 153 6.
the teacher or by materials - C: 156 73.7 167 3
(&.g.; Workbooks).

. 7. During math time all of
the ¢class is engaged ifi the
same or similar activities,

1o —
]
[ e

12=-D

Children participate In planning
their own math activities,

OO TS
OO Ao

~ s
C Y s

During these times the children
engage in different activities
that either they or the teacher plan.

v M8 %E 15 100
8 364 k6 186 119
. 158 625 247 12.0
e S 10 88 148
8 2.0 68 30195
158 3h.2 158 29.7 10.8

[e =l e clie ]
- - -
£ O Ty

—_—

During these times the teacher

8. When children dre learning ing these times the teacher
works with individual children.

math skills, the teacher
works with the entire class
3s a group.?

T O —1 €H IO —
LWe I T I oY B2 OO Oy
- - . - P

Note: Items | and 5 of the Teacher Interview Global Ratings were deleted prior to data collection due to inter-
rater disagreement observed during training: The remaining items have not been renumbered.
Table entries for the Total are percentages of the total number of responses for each item; table entries for
each group are percentages of that group's responses for each item. |tem numbers correspond to those in the

7 Global Ratings section of the spring 1979 Teacher Interview.

' > {; probability by ¥¢, .0473. ("Greater Than" means ratings toward the right, or higher end of the scale.)

2p > £; probability by x¢; 6240

: P =PDC; C = Comparison ‘ 1ii3

v




Table -6 -

e

and problems in language arts
and mathematics.

(cont inued)
Ratings:
[ 2 T T
). The teacher was able to  T: 278 25.0 0.5 194 133 126 Teacher was wnable to give more
give a detailed and specific  P: 121 31L& 256 17.4 132 12:4  then a superficial description of
description of and rationale  C: 157 204 32,5 21,0 134 12.7 the rationale and approach used in
for the approach taken to " these areas.
teaching language arts and
mathematics to different
children.
10 The teacher maintains To &8 317 2.0 187 12.9 155 The tescher's records for individual
specific and comprehensive Pr 1200 333 20,0 19.2 152 133 children are suserficial, containing
records on each child that C: 158 30.3 22.2 18 2.0 17.1 1ittle more than test results and
contain a variety of infor- grades.
mation, such as observations,
test results, and work specimens.
II: Teacher appears to hieve  T: 78 40.0 8.2 147 105 5.4 Teacher appears to have little
specific knouledge of indi- P 120 %6.7 208 15.0 10.0 7.5 knowledge of individual children's
vidual children's strengths, C: 158 34,7 342 166 127 3.8 strengths, needs, problems and
needs, problems and interests interests related to language
.related to lanquage arts and math. arts and math.
12; Teacher varies instruction T: 278 28.4 96.8 1.8 158 7.8 Teacher p]ahs édutétibhé].attiVitiés
to build on strengths, satisfy P: 121 373 23.1 19.8 160 5.8 for the class as a whole and does
eeds, deal with problens, and C: 157 2.7 29.3 2.9 12.2 8.9 not appear to vary instruction to
capitalize on personal accommodate individual children's
interests of individual children. strengths, needs, problens, and
interests. '
3. Teacher has a specific ~ T: 280 37.9 2.5 214 114 7.5 Teacher relies solely on informal
systen that she/he uses to  Pr 122 385 20.5 18.0 12,3 10.7 observation to identify students'
identify Students' strengths  C: 158 37.2 228 241 10:8 50 strengths and problens in language

arts and mathematics:

ié&ﬁ
wd o



€2+

Table -6
(continued)

Ratings:

[ S T T T
b, Tescher appears to B Ti 9 .3 2.0 I3 1.8 7.2 Teacher appears to have little
sensitive to the affective  Pr 121 W04 2.3 207 8.3 8.3 avareness of the affective needs
6.3

needs of lnduv1dual children  C: 158 29.7 2.1 22.2 12.7 of individual children;

and varies instruction

accordingly.

15. Children's progress To 76 183 B4 8 L7 1.0 Children's progress through
through instructional Pro 120 207 268 363 9.0 9.1 instructional sequences, activitles,
sequences, activities, or C: 157 16,6 22,3 33.8 1.7 146 or 2ssignments is paced by the
assxgnmemts is paced by A ~class as a whole.

children |ndxv1dually

16, The teacher vas really T 20 2.5 2.9 5.0 1.4 4.2 The teacher was it that concerned
concerned about and trying to P: 122 3.2 254 27.0 168 1.5 aboit or try|ng to individualize
individualize instructionas C: 158 247 29.8 23.4 177 bk instruction in any way.

much as possible.

I The teater sewed t0be T D1 906 R0 155 B The tescher seeed to ke
making an effort to invite  Pr 11§ 367 2.9 203 10.2 1.9 effort to invite parents into
parents into the classroom.® C: 153 22.2 243 9.8 19.6  23.5 the classroon.

8. The teacher involved  T: 20 2.0 2.5 1.4 189 12.2 Parents in the classroon did nenial
parents in classroon Pr 103 359 28.2 17.5 97 8.7 chores or just observed:
activities:? o127 197 307 1.3 173 150

19. The teacher seened to feel T 958 4.7 2.5 1.9 8.9 7.0 The teacher seemed to feel quite
quite confortable about having P: 111 55.0 243 14k 3.6 2.7 unconfortable about having parents
parents in the classroom.®  C: 147 30.0 28.9 17.0 12.9 10.2 in the classroon.

1t > 5 probability by 2, 001k,
%s@,mw%nnywxa 0827

i




_f“Zi— i )

20. The teacher seemed to be
trying to coordinate the
children's home and school
gxperiences,

21. The teacher was very
concerned about involving
parents in_the clzssroom

and was doing her best to
encourage it."

%C s Py probability by 12, .0058.

pomd. .
[ SEION
LI

O | —fg
.o .= e

207

19

158

205
129
155

2.9
31.8
26:6

2.4
301
18.1

Table 6
(continved)

Ratings:

7 3 !
25 185 130
%0 160 118
234 2.9 139
2.5 2.5 143
5.8 233 7.8
20,0 21,9 20:%

Q .

14,3
14:3
15:2

7
13.3
194

The teacher did not seem to be
making an effort to coordinate

the children's home and school
experierices,

The teacher was rot that concerned
about” involving parents in the
classroom and therefore did not
seem to be doing anything to
enicourage it.



APPENDIX D

Descriptive Summaries for ltems of the Spring 1979 ,
Classroom Observation System--Global Ratings <
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Table D-1
~ Descriptive Sumary of Global Ratings for Classroon Environment Observation
Ratifigs:
T S N R T

1. Materials were neatly arranged

15 38 b M0 57 57 Raterials were disorganized; the

and well organized. e o8 kT 2500 83 b2 classroon seemed cluttered.
_ G163 437 359 165 3.9 0 ,

. The displayed children's work/  T: 162 1.3 101 160 200 %66 The displayed children's vorkl
products reflected diversity of  P: 68 17.6 147 118 221 338 products did not vary in content,
content; theme; or approach. (2 9% 170 2 190 20:2 213 theme, o approach.
3. The classroom seeried spacios. 1: 175 20.0 2.2 1.0 4.7 4.0 The classroom seemed crowded;

P 72 %2 B0 8.3 9.7 8.9

C: 103 &8 291 165 97 19

73 8.7 04 13 8.4 5 The classroom wes dull and
g% 25.9 2.5 99 7.0 colorless

102 403 38.2 137 39 39 |

75 308 5.0 22.3 .1 2.3 The classroon did not provide a
5.0 8.9 194 125 L2 stimulating environment for

103 3.9 27.2 243 136 1.8

70 135 1.8 11 153

b. The classroom was attractive/
golorful,

5. The classroom provided a
stnmulatsng environment for
learning: -

0 learning;
b. It wds apparent that the teacher 25.3 It Wigs apparent that the teacher
valued cultural differences highly 72194 139 110 180 315 placed a low value on cultural
and seemed to be doing his/her best % 9.2 10.2 163 133 51.0 differences and did not seem to
to promote culfural understanding. be doing much-to promote cul tural
: understanding in the classroom.

<D o —3 € o —f > T —y
e ee ew “v ea aa " es ww

1. Materials were easily accessible T: 17§ 49.] 26.9 131 8.6 2.3 Materials were<out of the children's
to children; PP 5.0 2.9 N 69 L2 reach.

. C: 103 4.5 262 146 97 1.0
. The teacher seemed to be making T: 264 1.9 &5 71 §i5 480 There was fo evideice if the rogi
an effort to invite parents into  P: 72 153 %7 8.3 8.3 .58:4 of the teacher doing anything to
the classroom; E % 9.k hz 6.3 5.2 7h9 ncourage parents participating

-in the classroom.

Note: Table entries are percentages of the total number of responses for each |tem.

T = Total (italics); P = POC; C = Conparison

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table D-1
(continued)
Ratings:

N 2 ] '4 5
3. Siport for mlticiltiral T 11 B0 2.5 182 S0 There was Ao evidence in the
learning and understanding vas  P: 72 153 125 8.3 16 47.2 classraon of meluicultiral
very evident in the environment: 102 98 49 69 127 657 learning accivities,
10, There was considersble ~ T: 15 200 6.7 183 6.7 533 There was mo evidence of physical
evidence of physical accomodations P2 & 500 0 50.0 0 0 accomodations f- hardicapped
for handicapped children.* £ 191 91 0 8.1 .7 children.
11, There was considerable evidence T: 175 . 3.4 8.0 1.4 817 $55.5 There was no evide: se of children
in wall displays, etc., of children P 72 L2 111 8.3 181 58.3 pursuing their own interects or
sursiing their own interests. G 2.9 5.8 136 243 53 hobbies. - |
hobbies or projects:
There was fio evidence of health,
nutrition, or safety instruction.

2.5 2.2
16.7 20.8
9.8 333

2. There was considerable eviderce T: 174
in the room of an emphasis on P: 12
health; nutrition and safety o102
instruction,

A O O
N - -

AL N 1€y |
=T N Ty
LD A 1N
D e e
O OO~ |
—_——J

N “ ™
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i

¥|ten did niot apply to many classrooms.
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Table B3

Descriptive Sumiary of Global Ratings for Classroom Activities Record

Ratings:
U T T R T
I The teacher relies oily o T 165 &d 3 1. 7.9 3.0 The teacher uses an unsequenced
highly sequenced and structured ~ P: - 6] 3.3 358 1LY 9.0 3.0 approdch to tésch language arts.
3.1

naterials and methods to teach ~ C: 9§ 6.0 26.5 173 7.
language arts:

2. Children's iahgdégéigft§7§§ijf T: 172 7.0 140 81 47 12 Children participate in planning
vities are structured for them by P 70 72.8 100 8.6 5.7 2.9 their own lanquage arts activities,
the teacher or by materials (ecq:, C: 102 71.6 16.7 7.8 3.9 0 or have choices about which

 vorkbooks): activities they engage in.

3. Diring longuage arts e el Ti 10 850 264 2 D0 8.3 During.these tines children encac
of the class is engaged in the Pro 70 2.9 2.1 157 18.6 157 in different activities that
same of sinilar activities: G102 265 265 294 127 L3 either they or the teacher plan;
I Wen children are leaming o1 60 246 80 5 9.4 During these tines the teacher
language arts skills, the teacher P: 70 10.0 6.6 8.5 18.6 143 works.with individual children.
works with the entire classasa  C: 100 9.9 6.9 2.4 149 5.9

group

5. The teacher relics only on  T: 165 5L 280 L7 100 4.8 The teacher uses an unsequenced
highly sequenced and structured Pr 67 62 B4 119 9.0 45 approach to teach math.

materials and methods to teach math % 55.0 194 82 12.2 5.

6. Chn]dren 'S nath activities are  1: 167 820 7.8 48 49 1.2 Children participate in biéhhfhg
structured for them by the teacher P: 68 867 Lk 1.5 5.9 1.5 their own math activities,

or by materials (e:g:, workbooks): C: 99 78.8 101 71 3.0 1.0 “

7. During math time all of the 89 8.0 07 164, 36 4.1 ODuring these tines the children
class is engaged in the sameor - P: 89 55.2 232 100 1h 101 engage in different activities
similar activities, C: 100 57:0 19.0 19.0 5.0 0 that either they or the teacher

plan,

[ —

Note: Table entries aré percentages of the total number of responses for each Iten:
T = Total (italies); P = POC; € = Conparison

o 07
EKC 2&3[\-)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Table 0-2.

(continced)
Ratings:
| [ T T S B

8. When children are learning math T 167 5.7 5.6 5.1 10.0 9.6 Diring these times the teacher
skills; the teacher works with the P: 68 4.2 8.8 206 20.6 8.8 works with individual children.
entire class as a group. G99 b5k o100 83 6110 o
9. Thildren's progress through  Tr 170 1.0 5.2 3.0 8.8 1.0 Children's progress through
insteictional sequences, sctivities P 70 2.0 188 3.8 ILA 17.]  instriictional sequenices, activities
6 dssignients is paced by children C: 101 169 12.5 2.7 26.7 16.8 or assiginents is paced by the

~ individual ly: : class as a whole.

0. The teacher spent very little T: 1722 40.5 2.7 145 8.1 1.2 Teacher spent most of the time
time controlling misbehavior or P 71 W66 26.8- 141 9.9 2.8 controlling mishehavior.
keeping children on task. o100 515 26.7 149 6.9 0
11, Teacher generally caught mis- T: 72 78.0 1.6 8.2 2.3 1.7 Teacher rarely acted to prevent
behaviors in tine so that they P 71 70.5 169 7.0 2.8 2.8 misbehaviors from spreading or
rarely spread or increased in C: 100 8.2 7.9 59 2.0 1.0 incressing in seriousness.

.':'.-' seriousness. ‘
12, The teacker deronstrated great T:- 172 2.5 2.2 8.9 2.1 0.3 Teacher was unable to deal with nore
ability for dealing with more than P 71 9.3 28.2 8.5 7.0 0 than one thing at a time. lnterrup-
one thing at a time. Interruptions C: 101 96.3 248 10.9 2.0 4.0 tions frequently made hin/her lose
rarely made hin/her lose all contact all contact with what he/she was
with what he/she was doing. doing.
13. The teacher kept classroom  T: 172 6.2 23.8 7.6 47 17 Teacher did ot keep classroom
activities running smoothly. He/she P: 71 57.8 26,8 . 7.0 42 L2 activities running.smoothly. He/she
‘rarely interrupted with sudden C: 100 6.3 2.8 7.9 5.0 0 frequently interrupted with Sudden -

changes in topics and directions: - \ changes in topics and directions.
70 8.5 28 15 B 7 2.7 Teacher frequently made children
182 37 155 M0 8.5 wait for directions, task assign
100 4.4 3.7 13.9 5.0 2.0 ments or materials.

71 3.5 18.3 164 184 I6. 4 Teacher always used the same
R4 239 155 b1 1h]  technique to control misbehavior

100310 160 17.0 18.0 180 .

b, The teacher rarely kept child-
ren waiting for directions; task
assignments; or materials.

15. The teacher used a variety of
techniques to control misbehaviors,
such as appeals, threats; isola-
tiéh- diversions, and underplay.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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16, The teacher's instrictional
mode was_predominantly one of
instructing/directing.

17. Children were allowed to
interact socially most of the time
in the classroom.

18. There were many opportunities

for, or much encouragenent of, peer

teaghnng, joint efforts, cooperation

G 1earning tasks; group projects;
et

19, Children were encouraged to

vl

ERIC

express and discuss personal
experiences, ideas, feelings,
thoughts, etc.

20. There Were many opportunities

during the day for children to
pursue their own interests, or
develop interests; hobbies; etc:
21, The teacher supported and
eficouraged bilingual/bicultural
children to participate in peer
social interaction.

22, It was apparent that the
teacher valued cultural differences
highly and seemed to be doing his/
et best to promote cultural
understanding in the classroom:
23: Al of the classroom children
were involved in multicultural
activities that occurred.

2.0

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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178

7

lo
iz

7
lo
1”2

1
e

178
I

101

172
7l
101

180
b7
93

162
68

%

80
3
is

I
93.8
25:4
22:8
2.4
28.1
21.8

9 9
12,7

739

47:5
56.7
40.8

14,2
17.6
1.7

57.4
60.0
55:5

Table -2
(cont inued

Ratings:
2
i
19:7
957
25.8
26.7
247
2.9
22.5
19:8

25:3
21.]
24.8
17.4
2.
14:9
15:6

21 5

)

3

18:0
16:9
18:8
20.7
25.4
20.8
22;3
5
238

8.1
4.1
1.7

215

18.3
238
20.6
16:4
23.]

O OO O
e e. =
ON OO oy

16.3
143

17.8

§
%4
23.9

2h.8

4.5

9.9
17.8

24.4
8
22:8

18:3
16.9
15.8

25.6
16.9
316

o e e
B SC I TP

14,9
1:8
16:0

<>

;

10.§
141
1.9
1.
9.9
14.9
28,7
18:3
25.7

i
15.5

12.9

32.8
40.9
26.7

13:8 .
17.9
10.8

7.5
i
52:1

18:6
17.1
8.9

The teacher's instrictional mode -
was predominant]y ofie of questioning

and providing fecdback.

Children were never allowed to
interact socially except during
recess or play periods.

There were no opportunities or
encouragement for peer teaching,
joint efforts, cooperation on
learning tasks, group projects;

(o

Children were mot efcouraged to
express and discuss personal
experiences, ideas, feelings,
thoughts, etc.

There were no opportunities during

the day for children to pursie
their oWn interests.

The teacher did not really support
or encourage bilingual/bicultural
children to participate in peer
social interaction.

1t was apparent that the teacher

placed a low value on cultural
differences and did riot seef to :
be doinig miich to profote cultiral -

_Understanding in the classroom.

Only ethnic group children were
involved i mult|CUltural
activities that occurred.

2.1
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Table 02
(continued)
Ratings:
N2 3 b g
2k The classroon daily rootine  T: 170 78.5 180 1.7 1.

L7 1.
seemed clear to the children; they P: 71 73.3 2.5 1.4 1.
seened to know and understand it wad C: 101 82.2 148 2.0 1

g .8 Children seeied to be confused
b 1.5 3bout the routine for the day;
0 0 . they seemed not to know it, under-

were able to predict chanice. stand it; or be able to predict
' : | - change

25, Children spent very little .71 0.8 3.0 135 8.8 47 Children spent a great deal of

time waiting for activities to Pr 71351 26.8 141 155 8.5 time waiting.

begir, for directions, and for C: 100 45.0 3.0 13.0 40 2.0

instriictions. ;

26. For the most part, thiswas  T: 171 9.1 234 9.9 5.3 2.3 For the fiost part, this was 3

a very well managed classroon. P71 821 19.7 16. 9 8.5 2.8 very poorly nanaged classroon.
C: 100 640 26.0 5.0 3.0 2.0

27. The teacher encouraged children
7 to ork together or obtain instruc-

9.3
8.5
3.0
71 1.7 1.5 9.3 1.5 4.0 The teacher discouraged children
6.9
tionsl help from their peers. 8.0

]

70T 13 3520 16,9 239 from working together or obtaining
100 110 2.0 25.0 18.0- 25.0 help from their peers.

7.9 1 1.8 111
N5 38155 56
100 38.6 3.0 11.0 15.0

41 837 9.8 2.4 0.4 317 Parents did not seem to feel con-

19 632 105 0 . 0 263 fortable in the ¢lassroon.

2 k55 o1 b5 ks %k

9 9 68 34 -0 48 Parents in the classroom were not

55 6 %1 0 3:4 listened to or respected by

18 389 1 0 0 50.0 children.
§
b
0

Chi ldrer never |n|t|atea ifiter-
sctions with the teacher

23, thildren frequently initiated
interactions with the teacher:

. OO I

29. Péf@ﬁ;;_S@é@é@_ﬁ@_féé] comfor-
table in the ¢lassroom;
30. Parents in the classroom were

listened to and respected by
children.

<N "o —4% o o —4 <> O — IO -1

5.5 The classron s ol and ot
7.0 particularly stinulating,
1.0 .

71 %3 9.8 2.8 7.

7t ]9;7 5625 21;1 5;” .
106 31.0 35:0 246 9
170 89.4 3.5 10.8

31, The classroon was a very
* stinulating place for leamning.

¢ Adults and children in this class-

classroom had no problem making 0 5.0 2.k 129 4 room had a very hard time making

thenselves heard. 1000 610 250 9.0 § thenselves heard.

o | . - 911
o v &S

1), Adilts and children in the

2 T —f§| ™ o —f |
. -
CD . W
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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33. The teacher was affectionate
and warm toward the children.

3h The alde Was affectionate
and warm towsrd the children.

35. Uhildran in the classroon
received a great deal of encourage-

ment from the teacher in their work,

36 The teacher seemed calm and at
ease; MkMdMnmbume%mw
disturbed by classroom situaticns.

\‘ 37 For the nost part; all children

in the classroom were treated
fairly and equitably:

38. There seeed to bs 3 hlgh degree
of interest and involvement in

~ learning on the part of adults and

children in this classroom.

N, The adults in this classkag@
seened to go out of their way to
make all children feel wanted amd
accepted,

40, The adults i this classroom
Seefied 0 §o out of their way to
make all children feel competent
and. successful,

H1. The teacher seemed to be very
well respected and lxstened to by

the children.
J

oL

—

i
171
7l

100

105
55

171
El
100
171

7
100

171
1
100

1
7l
100

170

n

%9

-
7

%9

171
1l
100

Table D=2
(contlnueﬂ

Ratnngsu
2

3.1 " 10,

3.2
35.0
3.1
5
k.8
31.6
3.4
26.0
2.1
23.9
19.0
o
12.7
16.0
i
28.2
gy

34.1
1.0
3.4

31-3
5.2,
9.3
25,4

1.9
23.0

)

i
12.]

25.2

2.8
1.3
21.3

7.5
4.2
0.0

oo
7.0 1.4
85 2.8
6.0 1.0
9.3 10,2
0.2 6.8
8.2 153
a9 88
9.9 5.6
0.0 2.0
4,7 1;5
e
5.0 0
1.8 4.8
2.8 5;2
1.0 2:0
5.2 1.8
8.5 2.8
50 1.0
0.0 4.1
1.3 5.6
9.1 3.0
i
Bl 2.8
10.1 3.0
41 .8
5.6 0
3.0 LG

The teacher was cold or unfriendly
toward the children.

The aide was cold of unfriendly
toward the chiildren.

Children in the classrooi
received 1ittle encouragement
from the teacher.

The teacher seemed uneasy; he/she

became easily distracted by
classroom situations.

| |t seemed evident that the teacher

had “favorltes” who were treated
differently from other children,

fﬁerefseemed to be a general lack

of interest or involvement in
learning in this class.

The adults in this classroon seened
to make no effort to make children

Feel wanted and accepted

The adults in this classroon seened
to make no effort to make children
feel competent and successful,

The teacher did not seen to be
respected or 1istened to by the
children:

DO
I
Crv|
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- to by the children,*

5. Handicapped children received

N
106
b
19

k2. The classroon aide seened to be T:
P:
C:
3. The teacher encouraged and T 55
P:
C:

very wel | respected and | istened

supported participation of handi- 14
capped children in the full range 2l
of classroom activities.*

b, It was apparent that the teacher T: 37
s iy sesitiee @ te sprlal P
needs of handicapped children and (23
was therefore doing & variety of

things to mieet those nieeds.

Har , LI
all their instruction inside the P2 14
classroom. C:

46: The teacher and the aide seemed T:
to relate and work together :
extremely well ® (

" *Item did not apply to many classroons.

£5.2
50.9
3.7

8.7

18.6
5.5

it.9
50.1
0.9

18.2
2.k
15.8
8.4
66.1
8.9

Table D=2
(continued)

2.5
57.2
2.1
12.3
10.2

189

O I
O [ — Qa3 !
- . -
N N s T

! L et L
- -

s
- - .
s 1O €D 1 AV —

-\l\-ms: .(X)\-)JI-Ch =
[ I o N

The ¢lassraofi aide did ot Sen to
b6 respEcted and 1isténed to by
the children. -

The teacher did not really sipport

~or encourage participation of
"bandicapped children in classroon

activities.

It Was apparent that the teacher was
ot Sensitive to' the special needs
of handicapped children and therefor

~ was not doing anything to really

121
1h.3
10.5
5.7

1.7
10.6

meet those needs;
Handicapped children received almost
no instruction in the classroom.

The teacher and the 3ide seemed to
h3ie problens relating and working

together.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

I, Thé teacher often probed child-
ren's statements/responses, asked
them to extend or amplify them or

explored the child's reason for an

incorract response

2. The téacher encoiraged children
10 work together and seek help

from each other:

3. The teacher often asked children
to consult resources other than
herself or ¢lassroom p peers for

nelp in answering questions or
resolving problens,

b, Host of the teacher's quest ions
asked children to make inferences;
g%mmwmmmma
make judgments or analyze.

5, The teacher encouraged children
to figure things out for themselves
and rely on their own personal

resources.

5. The teacher seened prinarily
interested in getting children to
understand the why of things rather
than acquire a lot of facts;

7. The teacher spent very little
time controlling misbehaviors or
keeping children on task.

Note: Table entries-are percentages

—_

> o —

< O —f

—

<D o — <D o —

N
13
727
100 14,0
i 8.8
RS
100 6.0
o4
756
100 4.0
o
85
100 13.0
170 30.6
70 30.0
100 31.0
m o1
o158
100 15.0
0 4.1
7 B0
99 48.5

:T Total (italics); P = PBE; E Eomparuson

213,

- Table D-3

Descriptive Sumary of Global Ratings for Focuséd Observations

Ratings:

2
%.1

16.9
310

15.8
3.3
20.0

‘6;4
5.6
1.0

2.1

19.] -2%.

200

33.5
380
30.3

3
1.5
21.1
15.0

1.1
13.7
17.0

1.7
12.7
1.0

12;1

12.]
15.2

i

2.4
2.2
20.0

23.1
3.9
23.0

18.1
.5

150

21.]
23.9

9.0

5.9
.5
k.

O\J'IQO

;

2.5

20.1

20.0

3.8
3.8

3#O

9.1
53.6
63.0

IL$
2.5

21,0

o LW o TV N
- - -
O ~J [~

19.9
2.5
16.0

04
2.8
20

] F the total number of responses for each iten.

The teacher rarely probed children's
statements/responses; but instead
dropped the conversation; asked
another child or provided correct
answers to the child:

The tééthér rarély éékéd children

to work together or seek help from

‘each other.

The teacher rarely asked children
to consult resources other than
herself or ¢lassroom peers for help
in.answering questuons or resolving
problems:

Most of the teacher's questions
were asking children to give or
repeat facts.

The teacher rarely encouraged
children to figure things out for
themselves and rely on their own
personal resources.

The teacher Seemed primarily inter-
ested in getting children to acquire
a‘lot of facts rather than understand
the why of things:

The teacher spent most of the tine
centrolling misbehaviors or keeping
children on task.
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8. Teacher generally caught mis-
behaviors in time so that they

rarely spread or increased in C:

seriousness.

9. The teacher demonstrated great

T
ability for dealing with nore than  P:
“one thing at a time. C

Interruptions
rarely made him/her iose all contact

“with what he/she was doing.

. 10: The teacher kept classroom T:
activities running smoothly without P:
. freguent delays or disruptions. C:
11: The teacher rarely kept children T:
waiting for directions, task P:
assignments, materials. C:

12. The teacher preferred to reason T:
or talk to the children about mis- P
behaviors or disruptions. (:

13: Adults and chiidreﬁhir the
¢assroon had no problen making
themselves heard. .

14: The teacher seemed calm and'at
ease; he/she did not become easily
disturbed by classroom situations.

< O —4
- -e .e

o —4

170
10
100

171
i
100

17
1
100

i1
1
100

171

n
100

171
bl
100

7]

S

100

4.
0.9
50.0

1.5
2.2
§6.0

2.4
24.0
23.0

5.3
51.7
31.0
£3.9
57.7

8.0

Table D=3

[continted

Ratings:
é
1.4
5.1
15.0

2.2
25.4
32.0

3.2
3.8
3.0

32.8
26.8
310
0.5
21.1
20.0

28.7
25.4
3.0
2.2
2.8
19.0

)

0.5
1.3
10.0

1.0
15.5
13.0

i
16.9
12.0

201

16.9
24.0

9.9
11.3
9.0
7.0
4.2
9.0

5.4
8.5
5.0
1.0
2.5
13.0

—_— et e
e BN LN BN FRN

W IDo
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18.0
15.5
20.0

- -
O T

Teacher rarely acted to prevent
misbehaviors from spreading or
ihcrEESihg in seriousness.

Teacher was unable to deal with
0ré than ofé thing at & tine.
[nterruptions frequently made hin/
her lose all contact with what
he/she uas doings

Teacher did not keep classroon
activities ruming smoothly.
Delays and interruptions were
frequent. |

Teacher fraguently made children
wait for directions, task assign-
ments or materials.

The teacher tended to rely more on
coniands, threats and other tech-
niques of hehavior control and less
O §iiifg reasans oF talking to
children abcut mishehaviors or
disruptions:

Adults and children in this c1ass-
roon had a very hard tine naking
theselves heard.

The teacher seeried unedsy; he/she

“became easily distracted by class-

room situations,

20



15: The teacher seemed to be Very
well respected and 1istered to
by the children.

16. The childrén were very coopera-
tive in doing what Was expected

of then.

}7 Fbr thé M6St béff fﬁié is a
18. Thildren in the classroom
received a great deai of. encourage-

ment from the teacher in their work.

19. Children frequently initiated
interactions with the teacher.

20. The children seemed interested
in and attentive to the learning
activities provided.

21, Children were allowed to inter-
act socially most of the time in
the classroom.

22. Chi’dren were encouraged to
express and discuss personal
experiences, ideas, feelings;
thoughts; etc.

3. There were many opportunities

of mich encoiragenent of peer
teaching, joint efforts, coopera~

tion on learning tasks, group

projects, etc.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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N
1

bl
100

1

1l

100

L

1!
100
17

10
100

1"
7
100
1
_71
1660
171
7l

100

o
7
100

17
7]
100

138
15.5
12,0

Table -3

(continued

d)

A A N B R WS I SN

8.8

27:0

Th techer 14 ot seem o e
respected or listened to by the
children;

Children were not cooperative, and
for the most part did what they
pleased. |

For the nost part, this is a very
poorly managed ¢lassroom:

Chii Idren i the classroon received
littlé encouragenent From the
teacher. |

Children never initiated interactions
With the teacher.

The children seered to lack interest
and attention during learning
activities.

Eﬁii&Féﬁ were never al loned to
interact socially except during
recess or pléy periods.

Children were not encouraged to
express and discuss personal
experfences, ideas, feelings,
thoughts, etc.

There Were no opportunltles or

. encouragenent for peer teaching,
joint efforts, cooperation on
learning tasks, group projects,
etc,

DO
Tz
Cad
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315 1t was apparent that the teacher T

"
2k: For the mst part, all children T: 171
in the classroon were treated fairly i 7

éhd_édUitéblyf C: 100
25: The teacher seemed to be trying T: 171
to coordinate the children's home P: 7!
and school experiences. C: 100
26. The teacher seemed extremely  T: 17
enthusiastic; he/she seemed to P 7
real iy efijoy teaching. C: 100
27 The teacher was affectionate  T: 171
and warm toward the children. P: 7l
C: 100
8. The teacher encouraged and . X
supported part|cnpat|on of handi- P: 13
capped children in the full range C: 21
of classroom activities.*
29: It was apparent that the T ¥
teacher was VEry sensitive to the P 13
special needs of Hardicapped C: 2
children and was therefore doing
a variety of things to meet those needs.*
30: The teacher supported and T: 160
encouraged bilingual/bicultural P69

children to participate in peer C:
social interaction.

167
valued cultural differences highly P: 70

and seemed to be doing fiis/her best ;9
to promote cultural,understandlng

~in the classroom.

s did N0t 2pply to many classrooms.

I
£7.5
1.9
5.0
1.8
0.5

3.0

35.7

32
38.0

3.3
31.0
3.0
73.9
1.9
N4

5.9
53.8

HE

ZO 5
§7.0
35.9

Table B3
(continued

Ratings:
2
2.0
21.1
260

27 o
18.3
17.0

3.2
-1
3.9
2.2
3.8
26.0
I

|
=t e~ [P
. - -
L e =

Oy ) 1O
- - -
T o~ OO0

)

3 .

3.6
0
b:0
4.8
12.7
16.0

1.3
2.1
i8.0
2.1
26.8
29.0
2.9
0
4.8

1.4

15.4
9.0

ne

16.2
30.4

' ,i'é.é

12.9
18.6

5
2.3
k2
1:0

1.1

53

25,0

X
3:9
5:0
3.3
7.0
10.0
11-8
15.4
9.5

| o 1 SN N
OO e 1O

mmwos“
A2 N « VAN

1.8
1.3
13.}

PN Bo
€ O Yy

22.2
310
33.0

N~ — s
-

- - . .
O O O D O <D 4 O

.
9.5
10.0

10.3
9.8

It seemed evident that the teacher
has "'favorites' who Were treated
differently from other children.

The teacher did not seem to be
making an effort to coordinate
the children's home and school
experiences.

The teacher did not seem to
enjoy what he/she was doing:

The teacher was cold or unfriendly
toward the children:

The teacher did not really encourage
or support participation of handi-
capped children in classroom
activities.

It jias apparent that the teacher
was not sensitive to the special
needs of handicapped children and
therefore was not doing anything

to really meet those needs.

The teache. dld not roally Support
and encourage blitnguallb|cultural
children to participate in peer
social interaction.

It was apparent that the teacher
placed 2 low value on cultural
differences and did not seem to be
doing much to promote cul tural
understanding in the classroom.

2



€E1-Q]

32 There seemed to be a high

degree of ‘interest and involvenent
in Iearnlng activities oi the part

of adislts ard children in this
tlagsroom,

33: The adults |n this classroom

seemed to go out of their way to

make chlldren feel wanted and

34 The adults in this classroon
seemed to go out of their way to
make children feel CoipetEit and

~ suceessfil,

<o —4

O —f |

3 O —4

N
1
n
10g

1”1
7l
100

1

1l
100

|
38.0
3.8
i

31.0
3.2
28.0

2.7
2.6
8.0

Table -3

Ratings:

2
8.8
%.7
b9:0

(continued)

3
17,0
57
15:0

8.1
23.9
26.0

2.3
21 : _1_
30:0

b5
41 2.3
28
2.0 2.0
9
127 2.8
140 3.0
46 12
16:9 : 2.8
13.0 0

There seemed to be a genera] lack
of interest or involvenent in

learning in this class.

The adults in this classroon
seemed to make no effort to.make
all the children feel wanted and
accepted,

The adults in this classroon
seemed to make no effort to make
all children feel competent and
Siiccassfil.

()1
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APPENDIX E

?brmatibh o< Eomposite Hariasies

on the nature of the items: Some, such as the Global Ratings, were all in

the same format, but others |nvo]ved comgining three-point scales and five-

point ccales The procedures used in forming each of the summary variables
is described below.

_ Parent activities in the classroom. Three items in the Teacher Inter-
Vi?@,(iﬁé’ k, 1),ask,adet the number of parents who have done different
type§7of thihge jdrthé teacher's classroom.. Responses in terms of numbey

of parents involved |n the three kinds of parent actlv-tles _were elther

"'none; some; or most:.'" For summing purposes '‘none'' was a*bltrarnly ass:gned

a 1 and "some'' and "most'' were assigned a 2, except for the ''attend routine

_parent conferences' item, where the values were reversed because the

desurabnllty of that type of parent behavnor Was conceived as oppositz in

direction to the other two items. The comp05|te variable summed rescaled

values for the three items, resulting in scores for each teacher ranging

from 3 (all "none" resporse:) to 6 (all “some" or “most" responSes)

These scores were recombined into categories of "Low' (3), "Medium'' (4), and
High (5 and 6), with a "'Low' representing minimal occurrence of non- tradntuona]

types of parent activity; and “High“ representing frequent occurrence of

these unusua] (but desirable) types of parent involvement. This summary
variable is described in Table El.

Intercorrelations between “attend routine parent conferences'' and

the other twWo more unusual parent activities were almost nil, but the
correlation between the two non-traditional items was low, (r = +.22) and

significant (p = .0002); based on an n of 200 (Table E2).

Attitude toward more parent involvement. Teachers were asked both
what they saw as the advantages and the disadvantages of more parent involve-
ment in their school (17 a-i; 18 a-g). Three of their responses were included

in @ composite varuable. I tems were scored as either positive or negat:ve.

Trhe first item was the fallure to mentlon any advantages in response to the

question about advantages of parent involvement. The second was the advan-

tage that parents can do more for their child at home, and the third was the

disadvantage that unfamiliar adults would disrupt the classroom. for each
item; a '1" was assigned to each interviewee if they made a negative state-
ment; and a '2' if they made a positive one. The composite variable was the

sum of all three rescaled items: The range of the composite variable when

tallied was from 4 to 6; indicating that none of those responding perceived

all i tems negatlvely, but some responded to all positively. A further

‘re_omblnatnon of responses was carrled out to dlstlngU|sh posntlve teachers

from those who gave mixed responses; and this summary variable is described

in Table El.
Item intercorrelations ranged from .37 to .54 and all were s;gnlflcant
(Tab]e E3):
E-1
9 2.3




schcol or center: Responses ranged from “no change” to ”maJor change'' on

a b-point scale:. These responses were collapsed to reflect either little/no

change or major/moderate change and then summed for the two items: Responses
to the two items resulted in scores ranging from two to four with two
representing '"little or no change " three co*respondlng to “moderate change
and four corresponding to ''major change.” A summary descruptuon of this

is presented in Table El.

The between-item correlation was very high (r = .73) (cf. Table E4).

‘Attitude toward job situastion. Construction of the summary variable
itivolved combining the 3-point scales of three of the items (28c, 7,
30f) with the 5- point sca]e of a fourth item (29). The 3-point scale was
""]positive; negative, wasn't nentloned " The 5- point scale was “def:nltely
recommend; probably recommend; undecided; r.obably recommend other school,
definitely recommend other school.'' 'Definitely recommend' and ''probably

recommend'' were co]lapsed to coincide with '"positive;' ''probably recommend

other school'' and ''definitely recommend other school'' were collapsed to

coincide with ‘negative:" and ''undecided'' corresponded to ''didn't mention.'

In forming the composite variable, all those teachers who gave both
positive and negative answers to the items were put in one category, all

those who gave only positive responses to all of the |tems were put in a

p]aced in another category: "Undecided'' and missing responses were dnoréd.

A summary description of this variable is presented in Table El.
_ Intercorrelations of the four items were iow, ranging from :05 to.
.28, but three of the six intercorrelations were significant (Table E5).
Community resources. Two items concerning use of community resources

in the classroom (9h i) formed this composite Vériablé The first item

in their c]assrooms, and the second asked how often they dlscussed in c]ass

the roles and services provided by various people in the community.

Three possiblz responses (''never, once a year, every other month")
were collapsed into ''seldom,'' and were assigned a 1. Three other poss:b]e
responses (''‘once a montn, two to three times a month, once a week or more'')

were combined into ''often;'' and were aSS|gned a 2. The two items were then
summed resulting in va]ues of 2 (two “se]doms ) 3 (one ”seldom " ~one. “often ",

in Table El.

The correlation between the two items was :29 (Table £6) .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Interview Global Ratings are listed below, with the ratings which comprisé
them. The same procedure was used:to create the composite variables for
all four factors, and follows the list.

 Factor l: Program adaptation to individual children. This factor is
made up of ratings 9 through 18, which toncern the degree of specificity of
the teacher's krowledge of individual children's strengths and weaknesses,
including affective needs; and her variation of inStruction to accommodate
those strengths and weaknesses.

and math. This factor also is made up of foar ratings; 2; 3; 6 and 7. They

refer both to the amount that children participate in planning their own
language arts and math activities, and to the number of different language

arts and math activities that they engage in, planned either by them or
the teacher.

Factor 3: Efforts to involve parents and the home. This factor is

composed of three ratings; 17; 20 and 21; and concerns teachers' efforts

to involve parents in the classroom and coordinate home and school

experiences:

) Factor 4: Individualization of activities in language and math. This
factor compri.es only two ratings, 4 and 8, and refers to the amount of
time the tea.her works with individual children, small groups; or the class
as a whole. ‘

 The procedures used to create summary variables for each of these
factors involved first collapsing the five-point scale to a three-point
scale. (All of the Global Ratings represented a five-point continuum,

ranging from a high degree of the particular dimension; such as “detailed
and specific rationale" at one end, to a small degree at the other; such as
isuperficial rationale.') Thus, the two extremes were' collapsed assigning them
1 and 3; leaving the neutral or mid-point rating as 2.

Then for each factor; all those teachers who gave both positive and

negative responses to the individual items were placed in one group labeled
both:" All those who gave only pesitives responses were placed in 2 second
group, labeled '"positive;' all those who gave only negative responses were

placed in a ''negative'' category; and all those who gave only neutral responses
were placed in an '“undecided'' categorv. Descriptive summaries of these

higher-order variables are presented in Table El:

Factor analysis of global ratings. The Global Ratings are of dimensions

such as instructional strategies, specificity of knowledge of individual
children, and encouragement of parent involvement. Interviewers completed

" the ratings on the basis of teacher responses to a series of semi-structured

questions.



"N

Inspection of the matrix of item- xntercorre]atlons shows that there are

a number of moderately high correlations among items, with a.general pattern

of low-to-moderate xntercorrelatlons. Two items w:th low response rates

(numbers 18 and 19, Table €-9, Appendix C) were discarded from these analyses

in order tc use as large a pool of teachers with ccmplete data as possible.

0f 283 teachers interviewed, 257 teachers (90.8%) had been rated on a]l of

the remaining seventeen ratings scales.

Principal -components factor analysus produced four factors which were
then rotated by a panrwnse varlmax procedure. The four factors accounted

loaded unlquely ‘on one of the four factors with ]oadxngs of 5] or higher

(in all but one case; loadings were at or over the .7 level). The four

factors appear to be q?!?? dlstlnctlve. The proport:on of variance

accounted for by each factor ranges from approximately 12% to 26%; no one
factor accounts for the bulk of scale variation.

~ Tables E7-10 describe the four factors extracted from the Teacher
lntervuew Global Ratzngs |nd1cat|ng which |tems,loaded highest on each.
"These factors were used to form composite variables for the analysis of
the influences on important outcomes and the interaction of treatment
with outcomes:



Table £l

Descriptive Informatioh on Suary Varlables

: - o ) Staridard
Sumary Varfable N Range of Scores  Mean  Deviation  Medlan

|Farent actvites I th /A R R N R N S
| ?““F‘de“%’afd parent I I R B S
nvolvement :

fﬁl"?fsé?.ﬁ"tiﬁ’i‘iiio‘ifor center, ‘3'v JW30 09 B
Jb satlsfactlan. B 10tk 1.3 IR
Comunity resources. B 200t k00 2.8 ST

Program adaptatlon o6~ - B o
- lndividual childred (factor 1), 280 1.00 to 300 .86 92 1,51

Structure and differentiation B |
of activitles In language and 280 100t h00  1.6] 8Ly
wath (Factor ).

Efforts to involve parents In . I T . -
thi haie (Factor 3). 280 1.00 to 4,00 ],'8] .90 1.59
Individialization of actlvities

in language and math (factor 4); 10 MO0BOAO 221 1%

. . ‘2{\9
! ‘ . . . UH
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_Intercorrelations of Variables Comprising
ivities

ties in the Classroom'" Scale

(N=280) N
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Number of parent classroom
visitors who helped plan
curriculum for other
children
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routine parent conferernces
Number of parent classroom N
visitors who helped by .22
working with children
7 - *Completed cells show significant relationships; p < .05
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Table E-3

 Intercorrelations of Variables Comprising
”Attntude Toward More Parent lnvo]vemenbv Scale*

T

rupt’

activiities means: parents
Perceived disadvantages of
parent/ involvement

can do more: for their:

parent! Involvement: none
childlat home

Perceived: advantages: of’

Perceived advantages: of’
parent! involvement

famill larity withi school
unfamiliar adut'ts di

the class

Perceived advantages of
parent involvement: ncne

Perceived advantages of
parent involvement:.
familiarity with school

activities means parents

can do more for their

child at home

”ercenved disadvantages of

5§
Comp]eZ:B\Fells show signi
\ ) .
N
\._
\\ )
\\
N
\'\,
N

ficant relationships,



Table E-4
~ Intercorrelations of Variables Comprising
"Amount of Change in Krowledge of the Associated
School or Center'' Scale*

(N=253)

done :wilth schiooll or center|

Amount of! teacher planning|
teachers,

| Teacher knowledge: ofl what
goes on inl associated

center or school

Teacher knowledge of what

goes on in associated

center or school:

Amount of teacher

planning done with B
school or center .73
teachers

#Completed cells show significant relationships; p < :05:
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Table E-5

lntercorrelations of Variables Comprising
UAttitude Toward Job Situation' Scale*

(N=283)
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influence the teacher's decision
to remain in the school

Whether the school childrem
infiuence the teacher's decision | {2
to remain in the school

Teacher advice to parent about
enrolling child in teacher's

Whether the school children _
influerice the teacher's decision
regarding advising the parent 219 .28
to enroll his/her child in
teacher's school

-

0 L, 226
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Table E-6

Intercorrelations of Variables Comprising
“'‘Community Resources'' Scale*

(N=283)
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Frequency with which teacher

has used people and materials

from the community in her

class room '

Frequency with which teacher

has discussed with_her ciass .

the roles and services provided -29

by various people in the

communi ty

*Completed cells show significant relationships; p < .05.
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Table E-7

Summary Description of First Rotated Factor from Teacher
lntervnew Global Ratings: ‘''Program Adaptatnon to Individual Children"

Factor loadlngs are hlgh ard posntlve for the ratlngs be]ow for whlch

characterlst cs:

Factor Loadings

tow Value = 1 . for Factor (1) : High Value = §

The teacher was able to give .78 Teacher was unable to give
§7§é§§|1§87§ﬁa specific de- more than a superficial de-
scription of and rationale : scription of the rationale
for the approach taken to and approach used in these
tea;hungf]anguagg,arts and areas. .

- mathematics to different
children.
The teacher maintains specific .70 The teacher's records for
and comprehensive records on . individual children are
each child that contain a superficial, containing
variety of information, such : little more than test results
as obsefvations, test results, ‘ and grades:

and work sSpecimens.

Teacher appears to have _ .84 Teacher appears to have little
specific know]edge of indivi- knowledge of lndIVIdua]

dual chlldren s strengths; ne: .ds ~children's strengths, needs, )
problems and interests related - ' problems and interests related
to language arts and math: : to language arts and math.
Teacher varies instruction to 277 Teacher plans educational

build on strengths, satisfy activities for the class as a
needs; deal with problems; ) whole and does not appear to
and capitalize on personal ) vary instruction to accommodate

interests of individual ' individual children's strengths;

dren needs,; problems and interests.

cHildren:

Teacher has a specific system .72 Teacher relies solely on
that she/he uses to identify: : informal observation to
-students' strengths and identify §§§aéﬁtsii§trengths

problems in language 3arts _ and problems in language arts
and mathematics. and mathematics:

Teacher appears to be sensi- .84 Teacher appears to have little
tive to the affective needs awareness of the affective needs

of |nd|V|dua] children and of individual children.

varies instruction accord:ng]y.




Table E-7
(continued)

Scale Variable Values:

n Range of Valuss Mean = Standard Deviation . Median!

257 -1.89 to 3:62 0.00 1.00 -0.11
Factor (1) accounts for 26.7% of the variance in the Global Ratings.

lMedian based on aggregate data.



Table E-8

Summary Description of Second Rotated Factor from

Teacher Interview Global Ratings:

YStructuring and leferentlatxon of Activities in kanguage and Math'

'\, .
S Factor. loadxngs are high and negatnve for the ratings below, for which

~

tow and high response values describe the teacher's class as havnng the following
characterlstxcs

Factor toadlngs

LowValue = | for Factor (2) High Value = 5
Ehnldrgg participate in .85 Children's language arts
planning their own Taq\fage activities are structured
arts activities: for them by the teacher or

by materials (e. g , work-

\.

. books) -
\“-: R o
During these times children S :72 During lagggagg §f§§f§jﬁé all
engage in different activities G of the class is engaged in the
that either they or the . ANY same or similar activities.
teacher plan. T~ .
Children participate in .87 " Children's math activities are
planning their own math “w.structured for them by the
activities. teacher or by materials (e.g.,
worEbooks)
During these tlmes the .72 During math<time all of the
children engage in different class is engaged in the same
,activitles that either they or similar activities.
or the teacher plan: : .\\&\,
N
Scale Variable Values: \\**g\
n Range of Values Mean Standard Deviation Median!
257 -1:78 to 3:76 0.00 1.00 0:19

Factor (2) accounts for 17:2% of the variance in the Global Ratings.

lMedian based on aggregate data.




Table E-©

Summary Description of Third Rotated Factor from
_ Teacher Interview Global Ratings:
"Efforts to Involve Parents and the Home"

7 Factor loadings are high and positive for the ratings below, for which
low and high response values describe the teacher as having the following
characteristics:

Factor Loadings

Low Value = i for Factor (3) High Value = 5

The teacher seemed to be making .90 The teacher seemed to make
an effort to invite parents into no effort to invite parents

the classroom. into the classroom.-

The teacher seemed to be trying 61 The teacher did not seem to

to coordinate the children's : be making an effort tc =

home and school experiences. coordinate the ckildren's
home and school experiences.

. The teacher was very concerned .93 : The teacher was not that
about involving parents in the concerned about involving
classroom and was doing her 4 parents in the classroom and

best to encourage it: therefore did not seem to be.
doing anything to encourage it.

Factor Variable Values:

n Range of Values  Mean  Standard Deviation  HMedianl

257 -2.39 to 2.41 0.00. 1:00 -0:12

Factor {3) accounts for 13.8% of the variance in the Global Ratings.

~ .
\ . ~ S R . R _ o
"~ lMedian based on aggregate data.

~

~.




Table E-10

Teacher Interview Glcbal Ratings:

"Individuallzation of Activitles in Language and Math'’

<

Factor. loadlngs are_ hlgh and negative for the ratings below, for which
low and high response values describe the teacher s behavior as having the

following characteristics:

Factor Loadings

Low Value = | for Factor- (4) High Value = §
When children are learning .85 During these times the
language arts skills, the teacher works with the
teacher works with indivi- entire class as a group.

dual children:

When the children are learning -72 During these times the
math skills; the teacher works teacher works with the entire
with individual children. class as a group.
Eiéiéigﬂariable,yalues

n  Range of Values  Mean  Standard Deviation Medianl

257 -2.48 to 2.76 0.0 1.00 0:05

Factor (&) accounts for 11.7% of ‘the variance in the Global Ratings after
rotation.

IMedian based on aggregate data

4
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