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1.

VALIDATION OF A SOCIAL ?UNGTfONING CHECKLIST
FINAL REPORT
Problem gnd Rationale:

In September, 1972, the strictly psychometric method formerly involved in
assessing children for classes for mental retardation was discarded in the st,
Louis Fublic School System. Prior to this time a child could be placed in a
special class upon recommendatioh of the principal if he scored below 77 on the
1960 Form 1Y of the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale. Ffiealizing tﬂat such a
monumental decision as the placement of.children in classes for mental retarda-
tion based upon a purely psychometric criterion could no longer be tolerated or
defended, & battery of tests was instituted. This assessment procedure now in-
cludes diagnosis in several areas including:

1. Aca&emic achievement and teacher ratings.

2. Cognitive and sensori-motor abilities.

3. Personality, emotional, social-adjustment, and motivational levels.

4o -Neuro-physiological condition.

An exploration of existing testing procedures revealed the need for de-
vising certain instruments which would meet the particular needs of an urban
school population. Several tests were developed, and are presently being used
on an experimental basis. One such instrument is the B-RIChécklist, vhich
parents complete concerning their children's social and emotionallbehaviors.

This particular type of instrument was constructed in an attempt to as-
certain the social functioning of a particular child. It had been noted that
while many children appear to be retarded in an academic setting, they function
adequately in other social situations. /.: assessment of the child's functioning
outside of school, and an evaluation of his interaction with peers is a necessary

portion of any diagnostic procedure used Jor the classification of a student.

IB-K desiznztes the names of the authors, Xildred Buck and Jane Kennealy, School
Psychologists in the St. Louis Fublic School System.
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It is essential that sociale=cultural characteristics and adaptiie Behavior be
- systematically taken into account; and the B=K Checklist hés been designed to
partially fulfill this task.

II. Objectives:

The objectives of the present research were:

l. 7To collect and analyse baseline data in order to determine the
typical responses to be expected regarding the "normal child.
in each age group.

2, To develop a va;.id instrument which reliably discriminates
between "normal" children and children who are mentally

‘ retarded or who have psychological-psychiatric problems.

3. To determine whether or not parents would respond reliably to the
B-K Checklist. If parents could be shown to be consistent in their
responses for varying Eircumstances, then the B-K Checklist
‘ would be considered a dependable source of information. In addition,
the time expended in completing this relatively short instrument,
independently, could be viewgd as a savings in the total time

ordinarily spent in the evaluation procedure,

I1I, Literature Review: Implications For This Project:
A review of the literature relating to behavior problem checklists indi-
cate that most raters have difficulty in agreeing on the problematic behavior
of a given child, except when such ratings are undertaken by the parents of

the same child and by teachers who are in daily contact with the child (Buck

2
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and Austrin, 1970, 1971; Quay, Sprague, Shulman, and Miller, 1966; Peterson,

. 1961). | , .

Several studies, using widely differiné populations, are similar iﬁ that
they categorize dimensions of behavior of children in a consistent manner using
similar language and concepts (Armentrout, 1971; Dreger, Reid, Levis, Overladgg
Rich, Taffel, Miller, and Fleming, 1964; Quay and Quay, 1965; Ross, Lacey, and
Parton, 1965; Spivack and Levine, 1963-1964; Walker, 1967). In numerous studies,
Sines (1969) reported three factors o; clusters'which could be labeled
“"Aggression", "Inhibition", and "Activity Level". Dreger et al (1964) have
described tl.ree additional clusters of behaviors which are clinically important:
“Slecep Disturbance", “Somatization", and “Sociability". Through thé use of
the Missouri Children's Behavior Checklist, incorporating these dimensions,
Sines found that mothers' ratings could be used to rciiably discriminate two
groups of clinically diffc;ent children. ) .

In studies involving the Peterson-Quay Behavior Problem Checklist it
has been found that almost identical and independent factors relating to
public sﬁhool children (Peterson, 1961; Quay and Quay, 1965); public school
students in classes for the emotionally distrubed (Quay, Morse, and Cutler,
1966) and children secn at a child guidance clinic (Peterson, et al., 1961)
could be identified by parents. Three reoccurring ﬂimcnsions have emerged
in these studies which have been termed Conduct Disorder (externalizing,
antisocial, acting out symptoms); Personality Disorder, (internalizing,
ﬁeurotic, an;ious - githdrawn'symptoms); and Inadequacy - Immaturity. 1In

1967 an additional scale, Sub-Cultural (socialized) Délinquency was &dded.
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Buck and Austxin (1970, 1971) used successfully the questidnnaires and
structured intervicws developed by the Fels Research Institute to ascertain
maternal attitudes toward their children's achievement behaviors. They found
that mothers of adequate achicvers tended to report fewer negative responses

toward their children and to rate their children as more competent than did

. mothers of underachievers.

Speex (1971) fouqd that parents could reiiably gnd significantly differen-
tiate child patients and non-patieﬁts';n threg factoi scales: Conducé Problem,"
.Persouality Problem, and Inadequacy - Immaturity. Cowen, et al. (1970) have
obtained substantial reliability coefficients and evidence of empirical validity
on a set of four measures of parent attitude and parent ﬁerception of child
behavior. éenerally, the parent measures correlated with achievement measures,
self-adjustment énd sociometric tests, and teachers' and clinicians' ratings
of adjustment. Other studies have found simil;r parental checklists to be
equally reliable and valid (Drcgér et al, 1964; Peterson, 196;; Ross et al.,
1965; Quay and Quay, 1965; Sines, 1969; Walker, 1967).

Few studies (with the exccption of Speer, 1971) have reported base-line
data concerning the ratings of parents of non-clinic chil@ren, or children
who might be considered "normal”, and free of significant maladjustment. One
purpose of this study is to collect base-line data concefning the parents'
perception of the behavior of children who have not been referred for
psychological and for psychoeducational assessment, and who are judged by
teachers to be functioning adequately, both socially and academically. A

revicw of the litcratﬁre indicates that questionnaires'and checklists can be

developed to serve this purpose.
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IV. Instrumentation: The B-K Checklist:
The B-K Checklist is a series of Statements pertaining to perceptions of
of behavior and perceived attitudes of parents toward their children's gocial
and.emotional behavior. ‘The B~K Checklist is unique in that it consigts of
three separate forus containing appropriate questions for three different age
groups: 5-9, 10-12 and 13-16 Each form3 consists of sixteen statements con- .
cerning the development of children. The parent is asked to comsider each
statement as it relates to his particular chiid and to rate the child's
behavior accordingly. The Likert~-type scale procedure is employed; with the
parent asked to place a check mark under Always, Oéten, Sometimes, Seldom,
. ox Never, indicating the category which Best describes 'his attitude toward
the statement. These five positions are given simple weights of 5, 4, 3,
and 1 for scoring purposes. (Veights are xeve;sed whgre necessary with
certain items, in order to preserve the direction of scoringl High gcores
den&tc adequate social functioning; low scores indicatp inadequate social
' functioning for any particular age group.. In addition to completing the
checklist, parents are asked to reveal additional information which will
. help in the assessment of the social functioning of the child. |
Another unique feature of tﬁe B-X Checklist relates to its briefness
vhen compared with similar instruments. One reason for this is the fact that
it bas been divided into three sections, with questions in each portion per-
taining to a particular age groﬁp. The fact that the form is short increases
the probability that it will be completed and returned by a parent. In addition

it tends to decrease the total assessnent time invoived with each child.

See Appendix I




V.

Procedure:

The procedure employed in the validation of the B-K Checklist included three
components. Phase 1 consisted of the collection of data in order to determine the
typical responses of the 'normal" child in each age group. During the Fall, 1973,
subjects from three different age groups (5-9, 10-12, 13-16) were randomly selected
from the total elementary population of approximaﬁely 100,000 subjects in the St.
Louis Public School System. All of the 1200 children included in the sample had
scored within the average range of intelligence as measured by one of the following
tests:

1. Lorge~Thorndike Intelligence Test

2. Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children

3. Stanford Binet Intelligence Test

4. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

5. Slossom Intelligence Test

Each child in grades 4 or above had also scored within one year of his grade
placement on the reading and arithmetic sections of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.
the Primary Reading Tests for Reading Systems or Open Highways, and the teacher's
judgment of adequate skill in arithmetic were used for children in third grade
and below. In.the judgment of the involved teachers and principals, all children
used for the collection of baseline data were considered to be functioning within
the normal range socially and emotionally.

The B-K Checklist was mailed to the parents of each of the subjects, and they
vere asked to respond to each item by indicating the extent of their agreement to
statements concerning their child's developument and social functioning. Parents
vere requested to return the checklist in an envelope addressed to the school as
gsoon as it had been completed. Of the 1200 B-K Checklists mailed to parents, 1,155
were returned, (400 - 5-9 age group; 327 - 10-12 age group; and 428 - 13-16 age

group) .

During Phase II of this research an attempt was made to determine the reli-

~3
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ability of the responses given by the parents to the B-K Checklist. .The parents
of 237 subjects, randomly selected from the total sample of 1,155 were visited

in their homes and interviewed. Parents were first asked to complete the B-K
Checklist a second time without heip or discussion with the social worker. Then
each item on the B-K Checklist was reviewed with the parent to determine whether
or not the parent understood the item; needed additional interpretation of the
instrument or wanted to make additional statements. In addition the guestions
listed at the bottom of the B-K Checklist were discussed with the parent in order
to determine whether there was any discrepancy in understanding, and also whether
additional items should be added to the checklist.

‘ The same procedure was undertaken with the parents of a randomly selected
group of ten subjects from each of the three age levels within the “psycho-educational"
group (PP) and the "mentally retarded" group (EMR). Parents were re-administered
the B-K (hecklist, and interviewed regarding the results. |

After all data had been collected, the results were analyzed. Responses were
reviewed to determine bcoseline data concerning the ratings of the parents of the
children included in the '"normal" (NM) group. |

Responses given by the parents of each group were compared with the responses

‘ given by the parents of all other groups to determine whether there were any signi-
ficant differences between groups. In addition responses given during the first
administfation of the B-K Checklist were compared with responses given during the
second administration. Reliability of the rating scores were tested by calculating
pearson-product-moment correlations between the initial and repeated ratings obtained.
A chi-square test was used to determine sex differences. Additional information and

statements obtained durimg the interview were reviewed and compiled.




VI.

Research Hypotheses:

The research hypotheses were as follows:

1,

2.

3.

Parents of children in the normal group would rate their chilaéen
higher than parents of children in each of the other two groups
on B-K checklist items for the three age classes.

Mean NM 5 Mean EMR and Mean NM)» Mean PP
Scores by.item provided by parents of children in the "educationally
mentally retarded" and psychological-psychiatric group" will
differ significantly on all three checklists.

Mean EMR # Mean PP |
Interviews conducted by the researchers with a sample of responding
parents will provide data to support the validity and reliability

of the instruments.
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RESULTS

“he research hypothesis stating that parents of students in the "normal®
group (Group NX) would tend to rate their children higher than would parents of
students in the "Mentally Retarded" (Sroup EMR) and "Psychological-Psychiatrich
(Group PP) groups was generally supported by the data from all three age groups.
The means listed in Table I show that Group M4, the "Normal" group,had the highest
scores in each of the three age bracket#.

Group PP had a numerically higher mean than Group EMR on the instruments for
the Ypung and middle age classes, but the outcome was reversed in the oider'age ¢lass

where the EMR group mean was 3.6 points higher than the PP mean of 51.7. How-
ever, since the primary purpose of this project was tﬁe development of a checklist
which would discriminate among groups in each age bracket, statistical comparisons
were conducted at the item level rather than for total scores.

Item comparisons were made between groups on each of the 16 items in each of
the three age categories using a one-way ANOVA at the +05 level of significance.
For those items in whicp significant differences were found, Duncan's New Multiple
Range Test was used to determine which specific pairs of means differed signifi-
cantly on the item,

Results of these item analyses showed that 11 of thé 16 items on.the 5-9 age
group instrument discriminated between at least one pair of means. On the 10-12
and 134 age groups instruments, 10 and 12 items, respectively discriminated between
at least one pair of means. Furthermore, on 32 of the 33 discriminating items,
the mean for the NM groun was numerically the highest and was significantly higher
than at leastu one of the other two means. These item results-strongly support
the research hypothesis predicting higher means for the NM groups in each of the
age categories.

Table 2 provides a summary of the kinds of discriminations made by the items

. IR

. .
L T
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TABLE I.

Keans for Total Scores on the B=K Checklists for Normal, Special
Education, and Psychological-Psychiatric groups in each of three

age categories.

' ' lentally Wpsychologicale-
"Normal® Retarded" Psychiatrich
Age Category (Group NM) {Group EMR) (Group PP)
Young (5-9) 62,6 56.0 58,6
 Middle (10-12) 65.3 60,6 61.3
Older (13¢4) 6l.4 55.3 51.7

10.
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TABLE 2.

Classification of itoma froa the checklist for the 5=9 sge clase ucorqlng to
the specific discriminations made Lotwoen the N, EXR, and PP group mesns.®

A. Mean MM) EXR (No other pairs of means ars significantly different
at the 05 alphe devel,)

%&‘r tem Statement . wp‘.g B4
&4, Can de trusted in the house alone. A 33 363
7. Can go Lo the store and buy at leas hed8 36, 3.8)
three itens, .
Joan for Category A . &e09 352 313
B. MNean NKN) PP
3. Can play with children without having 4l2 393 363
tempor tantrums,
. ‘gog for Category B hl2 393 263
C. Mean NM)> EXR, NM > PP .
5. Enows how to play with his or her toys. LT3 b6 W7
. 6. Can use the telephone, 430 37 378
. 10, Obeys parents and adults in position of 423 3.82 )52
authority. .
#%)6, Finds it hard to switch froa one activity 385 M %7
to another.
Yean for Category C - 428 3.7 37
D. Yean NM) DR, PP> BR Coe e
312, Xnows day and time of favorite TV progran. &9 3.3 4.5
15, Knows the difference between, and value 423  3.57 425
of mickel, dime and quarter. .
Joen for Catecory D , PR W R T
E. Mean KM > EVR, NM > PP, FP)> 2UR
#99, Children can take advantage of his (her), 3.1 2,43 2.96
. d4. Can follow sizple directions. he3h 332 3.85
Mean for Catecory £ 38 288 4L
Fo Itezs shich did not diseriminate,
d. Can wash and dress hinself (herself), 423 47 &4.70
2, Moves about the neighborhood alone, 3.35 343 A%
8. Takes responsibility for sozme Jobs 3.8, 4.00 3.85
in the house,
«#]11, Pleys with children ;-o;mgcr than himsolf 2,53 2.1 2,65
{herself).
d3. s pot overly friendly with atrangers, 2,63 2,96 2.8)
¥ean for Catesory P 42 A5 352

#Sicnificant differcnces were reported at the ,05 level,

48Rogponse value was reversed because of negative polarization of the itea,

11,




" on the instrument completed by parents of the 5 through 9'ase group; As shown

in category A of this table, items 4 and 7 discriminated between the "normal" and
“mentally retarded" groups where the mean for the former group was significantly
higher on each item. Though the "normal" means were numsr;cally higher than those
of the psychological=psychiatric group, the differences were not significant.
Similarly, the PP means were not significantly different from the EVR means, though
they were numerically greater on both items.

Categories C and D in this table show that six items discriminated between
two pairs of means and category E contains the two items that discriminated between
all pairs of means. In each of the 1l disceriminating items, we see that the NM
mean was the highest numerically and significantly greater than one or both of the
other two groups. Result§ in categories D and E a;so show that on the four items
where the means between the EMR and PP groups differed significantly, the PP mean
was always the greater. "

\lhen the mean of means for each of the three groups are obtained for each of
the discriminating categories (A through E) shown in Table 2, we can combine the
results into a graphic profile as shown in Figure I. By observing these profiles
we can see thét the curves for the NM and EiR means are similar in shape, whereas
the PP means form a contrastingvcurve. .

In another item analysis procedure inter-item Pearson correlation coefficients
and the coefficient of each item with the total score were determined. Results of
this analysis for the 5-9 age group are presented in Table 3. By referring to this
table we can determine the degree of association among items which made common
discriminations. For example, items 4 and 7 which discriminsted between the NX
and EZMR groups had an inter-item coefficient of .31, which was relatively high.

By comparing coefficieats for items 5,6,10 and 16, in which the NX group had
a significantly higher mean than each of the other two groups, we see that item 5

has coefficients of .37, <33, and +19 with items 6, 10, and 16, respectively.
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Figure 1. Comparison of means for the NM, EMR, and PP groups

for the five categories of discriminating items shown

in Table 2.
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TABLE 3.
Ihter-ltem Pearson correlation coefficients (decimal point omitted)

for scores of the NM, EMR, and PP groups in the 5-9 age class.¥*

\

. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9101 12 13 14 15 16 Total

600 1z 17 22 19 26 &5 20-——‘——‘_'—'1'6_1__7310 17 -05 1, 00 23 3

1
2 100 13 13 O 12 23 02 =01 <11 =04 =02 07 05 15 =08 3%
3 1001930.21.21160531071h01.2711.16 501
N 100 22 29 31 1501 19 -09 07 07 23 14 02 4J
. 51 10037291h1133-0925-05381719 5J
é
7
8
9

200 15 08 18 -01L 15 0L 30 28 08
100 02 26 <03 15-07 19 14 13 40
) 100 05 1, 20 -16 18 11 26 32l

100 37 18 16 15 <02 31 -07 35 28 07 6‘]
59

20 " 200-12 U =07 30 17 12 4O

n 200 12 <05 02 05 10

12 | 00-12 26 0 10 &
® . | 100 08 -08 =03

1, 100 28 25

15 10005 &

16 . 100

#Coefficients of absolute value - 10 are significant at the .01 level,

-

14,

pe\




Item 6 has coefficients af .15 and .07 with items 10 and 16, respectively and the
coefficient between items 10 and 16 is .12, These correlations indicate that
item 16 hus a weak or non-significant association with the other three items which
made common discriminations, while items 5, 6, and 10 all show significant but
moderate relations with each other.

Similar comparisons with categories D and E (from Table 2) show a coefficient
of .30 between items 12 and 15, while items 9 and 14 in category E show a weaker,
yet significant, inter-i{tem correlation of .18.

For the non~discriminating items (1, 2, 8, 11 and 13), we see that their
associations with other items on th:7é§gbklist are relatively weak; non-significant,

or negative. - This is especially true of items 2, 11, and 13. Also, scores for

. items 11 and 13 each show the very low coefficient of .14 with the total scores.

In addition to the 16 items contained on the B-K checklist for the age group
5~9, parents responded "Yes" or "No" to item 17 which asked whether their child
was late walkinz or talking. Results for this item are imteresting. These
results show rather dramatically the higher incidence of late walking or talking
among the EMR groups. Parents indicate that over half these students were late
in at least one of the two stazes of development whereas just over 5% and 15%
of the NM and PP students, respectively, suffered such development lagse

An item analysis of the results for the three groups in the middle (10-12)
age class (Form 10-12) showed that 5 of the 16 items discriminated betveen one
pair of means, another three items shoved significant differences between two pairs,
and two items discriminated between all pairs of means, Six items made no dis=
criminations. The kinds of discriminations mzde and the items making these
discriminations are shovn in Table 4,

Table % indicztes that the only cctegories which contain more than one item
are catecories 4 and C with 4 and 3 items, respectively. However, by referring

to categories 4, C, D, and E we see that on 9 of the 10 discriminating items,

15, 43



TABLE &,

Clsssification of items from the chocklist for the 10-15 age eclsss according to
.tho specific discrininations made botween th» N, MK, and P group neans.®

Ae MNoan Wi ) EMR (No other peire of maens eve aignificantly different ot the
<05 elpha level.)

Iten eans
Fumbes Jtem Statement . | BIR 44
&e Can make docisions concernis J 4 o o o
Gan mnke docl s concerniig use o 397 32 a4
7. Uses ®cormion sense® in - o
Unee tsome emergency 3.8 35 7
w 1], ((’;ho; children take advantage of him 352 306 319
or .
4. Csn tezke care of younger childrea &2 3.86 &1
for short periods of time. :
Jean for Catepory A 9.9 AL 3.67
B. Mean 5> PP ,
10. Can handle owmn money. ' £33  &20 3.9
‘ . _ Jean_for Catepory B 633 410 39

C. Mean KU > BR, N> PP

12. Can use a ahopping 1ist at & store 433 403 297
and bring tack change.

15, Other people see him (her) as coapetent. L.20 3.6 .86
16, Other poople see him (her) as trustworthy.  &.50  4.03 4.03

Nesn for Category C T4 363 295

D. Mean N> EAR, NI > PP, EXR) PP

8. Can play with a group of children Lebh  Ahe38 K06
gear hia (her) own age.
‘ . . Meon for Category D . . he6lh 438 406
8. Nean Fi > BXR, M > PP, FP > BR .
13. Can write letters and zail thes. &e27 2.% 39
Mean for Category © &7 2.7% 3%
7. Non-discriminating items _
1, Can bathe and dress hizself (heraelf) 4.93 493 5.0
unasasisted.
2. Takes core of personal belongings. £.22 LK 400
3. Teskos responsibility for soze household 4400 &e19 3.97
tasks, . ' . .
S, Can uss public transportation unacsisted. 2.69 315 317
6. Shows anper by talking rather than by 3. 3.3 .28
gighting ond erying. .
' 9. Can bo left at home alone. ' 4O, 396 397
jesn for Catozory 7 3.8 3.99 290

ssignificent differences vere veported at the (035 level.

stgesponae velue vae n\:onod becsuse of negetive polerization of tha itaa.




the NM group is significantly higher than the EXR group. 'Similarly, categories
B through E show that the NM group is significantly higher than the PP group on
six of the discriminating items. |

Reference to categories D and E show that only items 8 and 13 discriminated
between the EMR and PP groups. On item 8, dealing with the ability to play with

" children in their own age group, the mean of 4.38 for the EMR group vas signifi-

cantly higher than that of 4.06 for the hP group. The order of means on item 13,
which dealt with the ability to write letters, was reversed with the PP group
having a mean of 3.39 to ihat of 2.7 for the EXR group. The NM group mean was
significantly higher than those for the other two groups on both of these items.

A graphic portrayal of the data shown in Table &4 is presented in Figure 2.
This figure shows rather dramatically the differences betweén means for item 13
vhich discriminated between all pairs of means.

4s in the item analysis for Form 5-9 inter-iiem_?earson correlation coeffi-
cients were deterzined azong all items on the Form 10-12. Results are shown
in Table 5. |

An examination of the coefficients for the four items (4, 7, 11, 14) in
category & (from Table 5) indicates that item 1l does not correlate significantly
(401 level) with any of the other three items, since the coefficientswere -.0l,
+09, and .07 with items 4, 7, and li, respectively. The coefficients between the
other three items wereall significant with the highest being .40 between items 4
and 7, and .32 between 7 and lhk. Thus, 1t appears that even though item 1l makes
the same discriminations as the other three items in category A, it operates
independently of these items on individual responses. In fact, an inspection of
Table 5 shows that scores for item 11 do not correlate highly with those of any
other item on the cntire checklist.

An examination of the items in category C, the only other category containing
multiple items, ghows that item 12 has coefficients of .28 and .21 with items

15 and 16, respectively. However, the r of .59 between scores on items 15 and 16
17.
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'FPigure 2. Comparison of weans for the NM, EMR, and PP groups
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TABLE 5.

Inter-item Pearson correlation coefficients (decimal point omitted)
.for scores of the NM, EMR, and PP groups in the 10-12 age class,.®
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 Total

1 00 19 18 15 13 10 0 08 06 12 10 11 06

2 1001.1.23111526113._1.28131918

3 300 31 19 10 19 12 15 30 07 2 16

A 200 15 17 40 26 17 30 -01 23 33

3 5 100 27 28 O 38 15-07 14 16
@ 6 100 18 15 12 16-04 12 17 16 25 11 &4
7 100 22 32 30 09 33 32 32 2 28 64
8 100 16 26 16 17 16 17 20 23 41
9 ) 100 23 05 17 25 3% 13 10 52
0 |- 100 20 29 23 20 2, 22 54
1 100 09 09 07 O4 07 26
12 100 41 29 28 2 51.r
13 100 31 3 25 59
o ., | - 100 3 30 5§
15 100 59 56
26 100 51
#Coefficients of absolute value - 10 are significant at the .0l level.
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- pepresents the strongest association between any two variables on the middle

age checklist, suggesting that those parents who tended to rate their children
as being perceived by others as competent also tended to rate them as being per-
ceived by others as trustworthy. |

An examination of results for the older age (13+) group shows that all but
four of the 16 items discriminste between at least one pair of means. By referring
to Table 6, we see that category A consists of item 9 on which the means of 4609
for the N group and 3.42 for the EMR group are significantly different. The mean
of 3.73 for the PP group does not differ significantly from either of the other two
groups. |

Categories B and C each contain five items all of which discriminate between
two pairs of means, while only item 4, which constitutes category D, discriminates
between all pairs of means. It is also noted that item 4 is the only discriminating
item on any of the three checklists in which the mean for the NM group is signifi-
cantly lover than that for one of the other two groups. As footnoted in Table 6,
the polarity of scores for itea 4 are reversed since playing with younger children
always or often would be viewed negatively,

A. graphic profile for the means. of the three groups in each of the four dis-
criminating categories is presented in Figure 3.

Inter-item correlations are contained in Table 7. By referring to this table
we can determine the degree of association among scores for those items in cate-
gories B and C of Table 6. Such observations show that in category B, scores for
item 11 correlate wezkly with scores on all other items except those for item 16
in which a coefficient of .41 was obtained. Other inter-item coefficients among
items in this category are generally significant (at the .0l level) but low, ex=
cep:r;hat of .37 betwcen scores on items 14 and 15,

In category C, in which both the NM and ELR group means are higher for each
item than those of the PP group, we find all significant correlation coefficients,

seven of which are between .19 and .22. The strongest associution for this category

20.



TALLE 6,

Classification of items from the choeklist for the 13§ age class according to
the apocific discriainations made botaeen the NI, EMR, and PP group mesns,s

A. ¥eon N> BMR (No other patrs ol means are significantly different at the
«05 alpha level,)

Iten
Jumber Iten Statezent u BR EP
9. Uses "common sense® in eaorgency 509 3.3 3.63
situations,

Jean for Category A _ 409 3.3 3.63

B. loan MI) EXR, NN > FP .
#%3), Other people take sdvantage of hin (her). 3.8 2.80 300

13. Can "baby-sit® with younger children. hedl 340 3.32
4. Engages in group activities with othey 3.93 342 2.95
Stean-agers.® .
' 15. Can understand complicated directions. 3.57 3 a9
. ot 16, 1s essily led by others, T 9.80  3.02 2.86
Jean for Category B. 3.8 316 201
C. Mean KM > PP, DR > PP
1. Takes camplete responsibility for heS1  AMO  3.55
personal groozing. ~" .
2. Can plan and schedule the use of 3.92 3.70 3.05
his (her) tize.
9. Other people see hiz(her) ss capable 413 392 A4S
and ccopetent.
8. Can setlle srguzents without fighting. 2.60 347 AT
10. Relates well with friecads. ‘o” (9% (4 3.73
| Jean for Catepory € 41 397 LA

D. Mean FP> i, PP > ER, N> BR

®44. pssociates with children Jounger than 2.78 242" 3
hinsels, (hersclf) : 32

Jsan_for Catesory 5.78 2:.42 3.3

2. Non-discrininating itezs.

3. Knowa tho value of money and regulates 3.98 3.45 3.5
own spending.
5, Can use buses to zove ubout the city 3.18 3.26 2.82
anaasiasted, .
6. FResads the newspaper and is interested 3;23 3.0 2.73
4n current eventa,
12, 1s interested in earning zoney outside &e2b 395 400
+-* the hozs. '
Nean for Cutegory 3.66 347 328

*Significont differences vere reported at the 05 level.
®o2gsponse value vas reversed becsuse of nsgativa polarization of the items
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Figure 3. Comparison of means for the NM, EMR, and PP groups
for the four categories of discriminating items shown

in Table 6.
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are between items 1 and 2 (r = +45) and 2 and 7 (r = +33).

Vie also note from this table that scores for item 4, the only item dis-
criminating among all pairs of means, have practically all non-significant corre-
lations with other items on the checklist, Also, the coefficient of .14 between

scores on item 4 and the total scores is much smaller than corresponding coefficients

for other items.
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TABLE 7.

"' Inter-Item Pearson correlation coefficients (decimal point omitted)
for scores of the NM, EMR, and PP groups in the 13+ age class.*

l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 Total

1 00 55 32 03 17 11 22 19 22 &4 17 20 25 19 18 17 5
2| 100 45-07 11 27 33 19 32 20 14 19 24 22 28 24 5
3 100 =03 17 21 29 13 26 10 20 '25 21 17 16 24
4 100 02 =03 =05 =12 02 =04 10 00 =0l 02 03 12
5 100 20 20 07 10-03 12 22 11 19 29 07 &
‘ 6 100 21 25 13 09 O4 18 14 22 28 20
7 100 22 33 21 17 23 19 25 30 2% 5
8 100 21 1 02 11 13 15 17 1
-9 100 2, 23 25 30 23 38 26 5
10 100 28 19 26 27 15 10 &3
1 100 13 17 1 05 41 A4
12 100 26 29 28 07 51
13 100 23 19 16 51
® L, 100 37 09 53
15 100 16 55
16 100 48

#Coefficients of absolute value = 10 are significant at the .01 level.
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RESULTS
CORRELATIONAL ANALYSIS

As part of the validation procedures for the checklists used in this
otudy,.two social workers interviewed individually, a subset of parents of
children in each of the three age groups who had responded previously to the
respective instruments. Interviews were conducted in the home and included
parents from the NM, EMR, and PP groups for each of the three age classes,
though parents in the NM group comprised approximately 70% of those inter-
viewed.

' +heree

‘ The parents of the children in each of the three age groups andacategories
were asked to respond to the same instrument during the home visit as had
_been completed two to three months earlier when it was sent home to them by
the principals of the respective schools. The social workers were instructed
to request that the parent complete the checklist before discussing the various
items ;1th them. However, it was impossible to adhera to this procedure under
all circumr .ances.

As part of the analysis of these interview results, correlation coefficients

. were computed between both total scores and scores for 1nd£y1dual items on the
first and second administrations of the checklists.

On the checklist for each age class, the coefficients were determined for
the NM, EMR, and PP groups individually and for the three groups combined.
Results for the 5-9 age group are shown in Table 8.

Results in Table 8 show a range of coefficients for combined groups on
{ndividual items from .08 for Item 1 to .60 for Item 17 and a coefficient
between total scores of .34. A comparison of coefficients for the individual
groups on the same items shows considerable variation in the magnitudes of

. the coefficients. However, because of the difference in the N's for these
groups, it must be noted that‘the EMR and PP coefficients must be substanti-

~.
)

ally larger to be of significance.
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Table 8.

Pearson correlation coefficients between scores for individual items and total
scores for the N¥, EMR, and PP 2roups both individually and combined on the
pre-post administrations of the B-K Checklist for ages 5-9. .

All Croups N EMR PP
1T (N = 36) (N = 60) Nwl (N =11)
1 .08 =11 A 026
2 a6 .06 ls¥ .36
3 .52n, e 83 ©Jan
_ b 23" 9 4O W00
.‘ 5 2% AL o50% .51
6 ! .35% 2% s .58%
7 A5* o324 .81# .60%
8 BT : 04 _ .33 .3
9 43% A7 . . o9 43
10 J29% © .20 " .36 .09
1 .26% .28 o52% Y
12 .20% . a3 .35 -11
® v 16 o2 409 =03
1 .09 .05 .00 . .3
15 oSL% N 6% 450
16 o27% .09 60% . a8
17 .60% | .4,8% &7 .15
Total o3 .15 ' .50 Y-

# Value is significant at the .05 level
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The results for the comb;ned groups by item show that the coefficients
for non-discriminating Items 1, 2, 8, 11 and 13 are not significant except for
the relatively low value.of .26 for Item 11, For those items which did dis-
criminate between at least two pairs of means, the correlation coefficients
for the combined groups were significant at the .05 level except for Item 14
(Can follow simple directions) which had a pre-post coefficient of .09, How-
ever, as measures of reliability thesg coefficients were relatively small with
the highest ones being .60 and .54 for items 17'and 15, respectively. Thus,
the pre scores accounted for no more than 36% of the variance on any of the
post scores for corresponding items. In fact, pre-scores on discriminating
Items &4, 10, 12, and 16 accounted for less than 10% of variation on corres-
ponding post scores. An examination of individual group coefficients for
these latter four items shows 11 of the 12 coefficients to be non-signifi-
cant with the value of .60 for the EMR group on Item 16 being the only signi- -
£icant pre-post relation.

On Items 3, 5, 6, 7, 9 and 15 which had relatively higher pre-post corre-
lations, the coefficients for the NM group were consistently lower than thoge
for the other two groups. In general, the magnitude of coefficients for the
EMR group were considerably higher than those for the other two groups.

Results for comparisons of pre-post ratings by parents of students in
the 10-12 age class are shown in Table 9. Though 10 of the 16 coefficients
for the combined groups are significant at the .05 level, the highest value
was .40 between pre-post scores on Item 8, thus accounting for 16% of the
post score variance on this item. The correlation between pre and post total
scores was also .40.

Coefficients for the NM, EMR, and PP groups individually were generally
of low magnitude and most were not significant at the .05 level.

Results from parents cf students in the 13+ age class, shown in Table 10,

have similarly low coefficients with the highest for combined groups being

54

LN -—
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Table 9 .

Pearson correlation coefficients between scores for individual items and total
scores for the NY, ELR, and PP groups both individually and combined on the
pre-post administrations of the B-K Checklist for ages 10-12,

GROUP
All Groups NM EMR PP
ITsU (N « 112) (N = 81) (N 21) (N = 10)
1 -.03 -.02 -.13 ok
2 .08 T 27 . -3
3 2% .28% ~.05 U
o . 13 26 .05 .03
s .36 27 e .29
6 .15 J20# .08 61
7 28% T .28 .36
8. o, 0% 07 27 o75%
9 37 29% 3 73#
10 J22% .26% .08 5
_n .37 J53% .05 -10
o 12 -.03 .03 -.03 .00
13 . 30% .18% .30 .10
1, o 31% «18% 763* «26
15 ,28% J23% .09 iy
16 12 19 .23 -07
Total o40% .33% - .40

# significant at .05 level

## Correlation coefficient cannot be computed because of no variance in one
set of scores. ‘

o | 28. ~
EMC 0l

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



Table 10.

Pearson correlation coefficients between scores for individual items and total
scores for the i, EMR, and PP groups both individually and combined on the
pre-post administrations of the B-K Checklist for age 13t.

GROUP
ey TRt (1 2.96)
1 .29 1A
2 .3 2
3 o354 o26%
® . 33 2
5 « 36% | «30%
6 . 30% . 35%
7 o19% 0l
8 ST 12
9 oLl S 1 1
10 W32 .13
1n AL e
® 12 o208 R~
13 « 30% 57
1, . 35% .
15 o 26% : .18%
16 o 21 405
Total oL2% o 30% .

# Significant at .05 level

29,
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(N=27)
16

.20
«33%
.23
o 56%
13
12
.20
oL1¥
29
h2#
-,08
o2y
o4O%
17
.19

..13

o

PP
N = 10

65%
N TA
2%
80%

. +88%

.78%
«50
-+ 06
«89#
+88#
«85%
49
«80%
«59%
49
b9

o63%



.ha for Item 9. Coefficients for the NM and EMR groups were.similarly of
low magnitude with none exceeding the value of 46 for the EMR group on Item 14,
However, despite the small N of 10 subjects in the PP group, coefficients
were relatively high with a median value of .69. The correlation for total
pre-post scores of the PP group was .63.

It is obvious that the correlations between scores on the first and
second administration of the checklist cannot be viewed as positive indications
of the reliability of the measures. However, one can only speculate at this
point as to whether the items are actually of low reliability or whether the
methods used to obtain the pre or post scores were such that low correlations
could be expected,

The time lapse between the pre and post administrations of the checklist
could have confounded the results since the students may have actually changed
in competency during that period of time. It is also questionable what effect
the presence of the social worker might have had 6n the parents' responses
during the second administration of the checklist. As mentioned earlier, al-
though interviewers were instructed to administer the instrument at the begin-
ning of the visit, supplementary reports indicated that it was often not socially
or psychologically possible or feasible to administer the checklist until con-
siderable discussion had transpired.

Another factor which may have had a depressing effect on the correlation
coefficients was the heavy influence of the relatively homogeneous NM group.

As shown in Tables 9 through 11, the parents of the‘NM group constituted about
70% of the interviewed parents,

.Though the pre-post results strongly dictate the need to obtain subsequent
reliability measures on the instrument, and to improve the methods of obtaining
these measﬁres. it must be recognized that the inclusion of interviews in the
design was primarily intended as a means of clinical feedback on the instru-
ments and validation of the checklists' items.
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RESULTS
ANALYSIS OF SEX DIFFERENCES

After selecting the samples for the three groups in each of the three
age classes, it became apparent that the number of males and females were
not proportionately distributed among the three groups in some categories.
To confirm these apparent disproportions, a chi square test was conducted
for each age class to determine whether sex was independent of group membership.

In addition to these tests of independence, differences between means for
males and females in the NM group were compared by item in each age class
using t tests.

The number of atud;nta by sex for each group in each age class are shown
in Table 11. Results of the chi square tests showed values of 25.99, 38.20,
and 4.30 for the young, middle‘and old age classes, respectively. With two
deéree; of frecdom the values for the 5-9 and 10-12 age class are significant
at the .001 level indicating that the sex of the students was not independent
of group membership in these two age classes. Observation of the sex distribu-
tion for the young and middle age groups shows that the proportion of males in
the PP group is especially high with percentages of 83% and 94%Z respectively.

In the 13+ age class, the numbers of males and females are numerically less
disproportionate and the chi square value of 4.30 is not significant at the
.10 level.

The t tests of differences between the means for males and females of the
NM group in the 5-9 age class resulted in gsignificant differences on three of
the sixteen items as shown in Table 12. On item 2 (moves about the neighborhood

alone), the parents of males in the NM group rated their children a mean value
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ANALYSIS OF SEX DIFFERENCES

After selecting the samples for the three groups in each of the three
age classes, it became apparent that the number of males and females were
not proportionately distributed among the three groups in some categories.
To confirm these apparent disproportions, a chi square test was conducted
for each age class to determine whether sex was independent of group membership.

In addition to these tests of independence, differences between means for
males and females in the NM group were compared by item in each #ge class
using t tests.

The number of atud;nta by sex for each groub in each age class are shown
in Table 11, Results of the chi square tests showed values of 25.99, 38.20,
and 4.30 for the young, middle‘and old age classes, respectively., With two
deéreea of freedom the values for the 5-9 end 10-12 age class are significant
at the .001 level indicating that the sex of the students was not independent
of group membership in these two age clasgses. Observation of the sex distribu-
tion for the young and middle age groups shows that the proportion of males in
the PP group is especially high with percentages of 83% and 94% respectively.

In the 13+ age class, the numbers of males and females are numerically less
disproportionate and the chi square value of 4.30 is not significant at the
«10 level.

The t tests of differences between the means for males and females of the
NM group in the 5-9 age class resulted in significant differences on three of
the sixteen items as shown in Table 12. On item 2 (moves about the neighborhood

alone), the parents of males in the NM group rated their children a mean value
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Table 11,

Distribution of Students by Sex for the NM, EMR, and PP groups in each

of the threce age classes.

. _ M F Total
M 177 223 400
, AGES 5-9 EMR 17 11 28
. PP 38 8 46
Total 232 242 474
NM 132 195 327
AGES 10-12 EMR 39 41 80
PP 34 2 36
‘ Total 205 238 443
NM 198 230 428
AGES 13+ ' EMR 27 16 43
PP 11 11 22
Total 236 257 493
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Table 12.

Differences between means for males and females on the B-K checklist for

the NM group in the 5-9 age class.

MEANS
jigm Male female Difference
B=177 N=223 + _M-F __
1 * 4,78 4.70 .08
2 3.55 3.18 37 *
. 3 4.05 4.17 -.12
4 3.97 4,02 -.03
5 4.71 4.7 -.03
6 4.16 4.40 : -24 *
7 4.21 4.15 .06
8 3.77 '3.89 -.12
9 3.40 3.24 .16
10 4,10 - 4,33 .23 ¥
. : 11 2.51 2.55 -.04
12 4.27 4.13 14
13 2.73 2,55 .18
14 4.33 4.34 -.01
15 4.18 4,27 -.09
16 3.88 3.84 .04
62.60 62.50 .10

* Significant at the .05 level
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of 3.55 which was .37 higher than the mean from par;nts of females in this

group. On items 6 (can use the telephone) and 10 (obeys parents and adults

in position of authority) the means for females were higher by .24 and .23 points
respectively.

Reference to earlier results shows that only two (6 and 10) of the three
{tems in which the means for males and females were significantly different
discriminated between the NM, EMR, and PP groups. For both items the NM mean
was significantly higher than the EMR and PP means, but the magﬁitude of differ--
ences was more than twice the difference between males and females within the NM
group.

Results for the NM group, in the 10-12 age class showed even fewer differences
between males and femalés with the significant difference being that for item 13
(can vrite letters and mail them) in which the 4.39 mean for females was .30
points higher than that for males. Though this item did discriminate among the
NM, EMR, and PP groups, again these group differences were much greater than that
between males and females in the N¥ group. Means for males and females in this
age class are shown in Table 14.

In the 13+ age class, the results for six items showed significant differ-
ences between means for males and females. As shown in Table 14, males had
significantly higher means on items 4 (associates with children younger than
himself/herself) and 5 (can use buses to move about the city unassisted) by .25
and .37 points, respectively. On items 7 (other people see him/her as capable
and competent), 9 (can use "common sense" in emergency situations), 13 (can
“baby sit" with younger children), and 16 (is easily led by othefs), the means
for females were significantly higher. The difference éf .60 on item 13 was the
largest differcnce between any pair of means comparing males and females.

Of the six items for which males and females differed significantly, each

item except item S discriminated between at least one pair of means for the NN,
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Table 13.

Differences between means for males and females on the B-K checklist for

the NM group in the 10-12 age class.

MEANS

ltem Male Female " Difference

Nal32  Nal95 M- F

1 " %.0s 4,92 ' .03

2 4.27 4.18 .09

¢ 3 4.06 3.96 .10

4 4.08 3.88 .20

5 2.80 2.62 .i8

6 3,27 3.33 -.06

7 3.95 3.85 | .10

8 4.63 4,65 -.02

9 4.05 4.04 .01

10 4.35 4.31 .04

o 11 3.53 3.52 .01

12 4.45 4.58 -.13
13 4.09 4.39 -.30 *

14 4.11 4.32 -,21

15 4.14 4.23 -.09

16 4.50 4.51 -.01

65.23 65.29 -.06

* Significant at .05 level
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Table 14.

Differences between means for males and females on the B-K checklist for

the NM group in the 13+ age class.

MEANS
tem Male Female Difference
N=198 N=230 _MeF
1 * 4,45 4.57 -.12
2 3.84 3.98 -.14 .
‘ 3 3.97 3.99 -.02
4 2.9 2,66 25 *
5 3.38 3.01 37 *
6 3.29 3.17 " 012
7 4.03 4.21 -,18 *
8 3.53 3.66 -.13
9 4.00 4.17 -.17 *
10 4.39 4,37 .02
® 1 3.78 3.96 -.18
12 4,24 4.28 -, 04
13 3.79 4.39 -.60 *
14 4.03 3.85 " .18
15 3.61 3.53 .08
16 3.67 3.93 ' -.26
60.91 61.73 -.82

* Significant at the .05 level
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EMR, and PP groups.
Discussion:

The main purpose in testing for differences in means for males and females
in the NM groups was to determine whether some items were discriminating between
the NM, EMR, and PP groups because of differences in the proportion of males and
females in these groups rather than because of the characteristics for which
they were assigned to the three groups. The results of these analyses seem to
{ndicate that the sex of the student is not a major factor within the NM groups
in the 5-9 and 10-12 age classes where'means for males and females were signi-
ficantly different on three and one items, respectively. Of the three items
on the checklist for ages 5-9 in which males and females differed, only two of

‘I' these items discriminated between the NM, EMR, and PP groups and the differences
between groﬁps was much greater than could be accounted for by sex. The latter
was also true on the one item in which the sexes differed significantly on the
checklist for 10-12 year olds. )

Though the checklist for the 13+ age group had the greatest number of items
on vhich the NM group responded differently by sex, it was also notéd that the
distribution of students by sex within the threec groups was more proportionate
than in the &oungcr age classes. Thus, Lt seems unlikely that the item dis-

‘ criminations made between the three groups can be attributed to the sexual com-
position of the groups. Also, with the exception of one item (#13), the magni-
tude of differences between males and females on discriminating items was con-
siderably smaller than those between groups.

In the case of item 13 (can "baby-siﬁ" with younger children) where parents
rated females higher by .60 points, it is probable that the term "baby-sit" had
a biasing effect since baby-sitting has traditionally been more commonly associated with
girls.

Though it scems generally true that sex was not a major factor in the dis-

criminations made among groups by most items, it must.be recognized that the
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ultimate use of these instruments will be to discriminate among individuals.
Thus, it will be necessary to control for or adjust the scores on those items
in which sex is a significant variable. Also, in this study the analysis of
differences associated with the sex of students in the NM groups was limited.
There is also a need to determine whether students in the EMR and PP groups
differ by sex, but the relatively low number of students, especially females,
in these groups secemed inadequate for analysis.

»
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DISCUSSION

Item Analyses

A perusal of the item analyses concerning the instrument employed with the
5 to 9 age group (henceforth designated Form 5-9) indicates that parental responses
on certain items were significantly different regarding children classified as
wnormal" (NM), "psychological-psychiatric referrals" (PP) and "mentally retarded"
(2R). The parents of the NMs tended to.rate their'children higher on item 4
(Can be trusted in the house alone"), and item 7 ("Can go to the store and buy at
least three items"), than’did the pareats of the ELRs. iihile means were numeri=
cally higher on these two items for the NMs than they were for the PPs, they were
not sipnificantly higher; nor did the PPs differ significantly from.the EMRs regard-

ing these competencies.

Parental responses suggest that both Ni's and EMRs tend to be significantly
more capable of playing with other children without displaying temper tantrums
than are the PPs. This finding is in the expected direction since it is the "acting
out" behavior manifested by the PPs which is most likely to result in referral for
psychological=psychiatric assessment.

Responses obtained from parents to Form 5-9 suggested that children classified
as "normal" (NM) tended to know how to play with their toys (Item 5); Use the
telephone (Item 6); obey authority figures (Item 10); and switch activities smooth-
16 (Item 16), more often than did children classified as either PP or ElR.

Results from Cztegory D (See Table 2) suggest that both Nifs and PPs were
more likely to know the dzy and time of their favorite television program (Ivem 12)
and to know the differences in the values of coins (Item 15). Results from
Category E suggest that while Nils were lecs likely to be taken advantage of by
other chilcren; and more likely to be able to follow simple directions than were
both EXRs and PPs, the PFs were rated higher concerning these items than were the
EMRs; thus indicating that the PPs tended to be more like the “normals" in these
respects than did the EZilks. -é‘l
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Item 17 was particularly significant in discriminating between the various
categories within the 5-9 age group (See Table 4). Parents of the EMRs recognized
a definite developmental lag in their children's ability to walk and talk

‘as compared with the other two groups.

Item analyses revealed that Items 1, 2, 8, 11, 13 on Forn 5-9 did not dis-
criminate between the various groups &nd therefore should be discarded from this
instrument, or modified. The comments ootained from the parents by the social
viorkers during the reliability study supported this finding. (See section con-
cerning the parental interviews).

In general, it appears that the parents of children (age 5-9) classified as

. npormal" perceived their children as more competent than did the parents of the
children classified as "educably mentally retarded" (EIR) or "psychological-psych-
jatric referrals" (PP). items suggesting emotional involvements tended to discrim-
jnate between the PPs and the other two groups; vhile EXRs tended to rank lower on
itens suzgesting sone acaderic involvement.

Regarding the 10-12 age group, an analysis of the ltems on Form 10-12 indi-
cated that children cate;orized as wnormals" (}¥) tended to be better able to make

decisions (Item 4); use "common sense" in emergency situations (Item 7); less likely

. to allow other children to take sdvantage of them (Item 11); and more likely tb be

able to take care of younger children for short periods of time (Item 14); than were
children categorized as "psychological—psychiatric referrals " (PP) or as “educable
mentally retarded" (E:R). See Table L. In like manner, parents of N.s tended to

rate their children as more capcble of handling money (Item 10); better able to

use a shopping list at the store (Item 12); and as being perceived by others as

more competent (Item 15) and trustworthy (Item 16), than did the parents of PPs

and EVRs. In addition the parents of s were rore likely to feel that their children
could play with other children near their ovn age group and could write and mail

letters than were the parents of the other two groups.
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Statistical analysis revealed that the NMs were significantly more compe-
tent regarding the information presented above on items 4, 7, 11, 14, 12, 15, 16,
8 and 13; while only moderately more competent in these entities than were the
PPs. However, on item 10, regarding the handling of money the NMs were signifi-
cantly better than the PPs, while only moderately more capable in this regard than
the ZlRs. .

It is interesting to note that only items 8 and 13 discriminated between the
¥R and PP groups. Responses suzgested that parents of ZMRs perceived their child-
ren as better able to play with children in their own age group than did parents
of PPs. Contrarily, parents of PPs rated their children as significantly more

‘ competent in writing and mailing letters than did the parents of the ElRs.

As with the 5-9 age group, the parents of the Nis, in general, tended to
perceive their children as more competent and better adjusted than did the parents
of the PPs and ZlURs. -

An analysis of the responses of parents of the 134 age group indicated that
parents of children categorized as nporamals" (M) tended to perceive their children

\as more competent in most areas than did parents of children categorized astedu-
cable mentally retarded" (ZXR) and as psychological-psychiatric referrals (PP).

. ’ The parents of normals rated their children as more likely to take complete
responsibility for personal grooming (Item I); better able to plan and schedule
the use of their time (Item 2); more likely to be perceived by others as competent
(Item 7); better able to settle arguments without fighting (Item 8); and related
better with friends, (Item 10), than did the parents of PPs. EMRs were found to
be rated significantly higher in the above areas than were the PPs also.

Both Nls and PPs in the 13% age group weré found to be rated significantly
highor by their parents in ability to use “common sense" in emergency situations

. (Item 9) than were EMRs., Thus this area of comprehension may be found to be
significant in differentiating mentally retarded children in this age group from

their peers in other categories.:

-
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NMs were found to be rated significantly higher by their parents than both
EMRs and PPs concerning allowing others to take advantage of them (Item 11);
competency in "baby-sitting" with younger children (Item 13); ability to engage
in group activities (Item 14); ability to understand complicated directions (Item 15);
and tendency not to be easily led by others (Item 16).

Item 4, dealing with the child's tendency to associzte with children younger
than himself, proved to be useful in discriminating between the various groups.

The parents of the EMRs perceived them as more likely to play with children younger
than themselves than did the parents of the other two groups. (Note reversal in
scoring for this item). This finding was expected from a review of the literature.

' However, the finding that the PPs were the least likely of the three groups of
children is interesting and might be related to the greater:difficulty which these
children experience in relating with other people in general. This particular item
gave the parents a great deal of trouble (See section on remarks by social workers.)
in responding, and perhaps should be deleted or reworded,

Items 3, 5, 6, and 12 (See Form 13+ in Appendixis tended not to discriminate
between the various groups. The parents of most of the students in all 3 groups
indicated that their children were interested in earning money (Item 12); and that

. they usually knew the value of money (Item 3). These items could be retained in
the final draft of the checklist, since a necative response to either of these itenms
would be extremely significant in assessing individual cases,

An analysis of the comments made by parents concerning Item 6 suggested that
this item should be reworded to include viewing newscasts on television, since
many parents indicated that they could no longer afford to purchase newspapers,
and therefore their children did not have an opportunity to manifest their interest
in current cvents. Item 5 was considered by parents to be an inappropriate item

since few children were allowed to roam freely about the city because of the danger

involved.

‘e -
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In general, an analyses of the items on the three forms of the B-K Checklist
supported the usefulness of this instrument with parents in assessing the
competencies of their children.

’ IX. Analysis of Open-Ended Section

An important section of each B-K Checklist form included the following open-
ended statements:

l. List your child's interests and.hobbies.

2. List those thiggs your child does well.

3. List those things with which your child needs help.

4. Please put any additional comments on reverse side.

‘ An analysis of parental responses to this section will be used in the final
construction of the B-K Parental Checklist. At least limited responses were given
to the first three statements by approximately 603 of the parents of "normal"children;
42% of the parents of children cesignated as educ;blg mentally retarded, and 37%
of the parents of children classified as psychological -psychiatric referrals.

Few parents (approximately 53) availed themselves of the opportunity to give addi-
tional information.
The data obtained in response to these statements were not viewed as having

. refined diagnost.i'c value as far as discrimination between the three groups was
concerned. Rathe;, in individual cases, the data collected were of clinical interest
and value, and provided useful insights regarding'the parent's perceptions of his
child.

lihile the responses given by the parents of the "normal" children in all three
age levels were similar, an interesting pattern was noted. In responding to the
unstructured portion of the checklist, specificity increased with the age of the
child in areas such as «thletic interests, worxing with their hands, household
activities, etc., For exz-ple, fparents of all three groups listed sports and/or

outdoor activities as the primary interest of their children. However, while in

-
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the 5-9 age group "ball" was listed most often as the most enjoyable sport, in

the 13~ age group parents were more specific in listing baseball, volleyball,

soccer, and football, as the sports most frequently enjoyed by their children. 1In
addition, an increasing variety and complexity of activities were listed as the
children'grew older. For example, ball and bicycling were the activities listed

as enjoyed most by the 5-9 year olds; baseball, skating and swimming as enjoyed

most by children 13t. ihile sports were a major area of interest in all age groups,
a trend toward an increase in team play, as well as an increase in continued interest
in more individualized skills were evident.

In general the parents of the "normal" children teaded to list more strengths
than did the parents of the children of either the psychologic?l-psychiatric re=
ferrals or the parents of the educable mentally retarded children. The parents
of the mentally retarded.children tended to list a larger number of weaknesses
than did either the PPs or the NY¥s with the majority dealing with academic and
social cqmpetencies. The PPs listed a greater number of weaknesses than did the
NMs, with the majority of the items revolving aroundulnterpersonal relationships
and "acting out" bchavior. "The parents of the EXRs tended to perceive their children
as much more docile than did the parents of the PPs and/or “"normal" children.

. Academic interests, notably reading, vere listed for all age groups under
strengths, and were usually also listed as a hobby or interest., Other hobbies
frequently listed were dancirg, playing musical instruments, crafts, sports,
fishing, caring for pets and going to the movies. Cleavage by sex wa3 revealed
in the listing of hobbies and interests. Handicrafts, dancing lessons, playing
with dolls, reading, playing school, and baby-sitting were listed most often for the
girls; vhile athletic activities, building car‘and airplane models, fishing, scout-
ing, carping and karate were listed most often for the boyé.

Helping vith household chores was a leading competency that the parents of
both Vs znd IMRs saw in their children. This finding was not as often mentioned
by the parents of the PPs.as a strength. |

Self-discipline, getting along vith others, difficulties in the various aca-
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demic areas, speech and communication okills were listed often as areas in which
children in all groups needed help. These entities werc suldom listed as strengths
by parents of either group of children. |

No significant differences were noted by the social workers (See section on
interviews.), vwho visited the homes in order to interview the parents of the Nus,
PPs and EMRs in responses given to either of the three stateuents regarding hobbies
and interests and strengths and weaknesses. In both experimental settings parents
teracd to make similar statements regarding what their children did well and in
va.ch areas théir children were more likely to need help.

& review of comments made by parents, social workers, teacher,'psycho;ogists
and others involved in the construction of the B~K Parental Checklist indicates
that the format of the open-ended section should be changed to a brief, categorized,
developmental checklist. Separate headings would be provided for hobbies and in-
teres?s, strengths and weaknesses. With the addition in each area of an "othert
category, the feeling tone and the non-directed parental input, could be retained.
Thus, the extremely important facets of information a;out the child which is often
not obtained by directed response, plus the necessary developmental data, could be

made available for the assessment procedure.

Results of P2rental Interviews

An attempt was made to assess the degree of reliability and validity of the
responses given by the parents to the B-K Parental Checklist during Phase II of
this research. Qualified social workers3 visited the homes of £he subjects and
interviewed their parents after they had completed the answering of the checklist.,
Responses given to the second administration were compared with responses given
during the first administration to determiné the level of reliability attained.
(Sec section on reliability of instruments.)

The social workers reviewed with the parent each item on the B-K Checklist

to deteraine why particular responses were given. The open—-ended statements at

3Spccia.l than«s is extended to Lrs. Eliz;beth'Brown and_ur. Charles Leake for
the extensive interviewing procedure uncertasen IOE;S?lS research,
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the botton of the checklist were discussed with the parent in order to determine
vhether there were any discrepancies in the acceptance and understanding of them.
infonmation obtained from the parents during this phase will be used in constructing
the final B-K Parental Checklist.

In general, parents were accepting of the home visit, interview, and second
assessment procedure. They usually adopted a cooperative stance following the
introduction of the interviewer and an explanation of the reason for such a survey.
Vany seemed to feel that the visit denoted a special recognition for their child.
However, a few parents became rather sensitive, and suspicious, and were reluctant
to participate. They expressed concern about the possibility that their child had
been singled out for special consideration which might lead to plaéement in sone
type of special educational setting, Those parents who could not understand the
reason for the visit, wh6 felt that their privacy was being invaded, or who re- |
quired assistance in choosing the appropriate answer, often became defensive and
hesitant in giving information. Under such circumstances a great deal more effort
was expended in order to assist them in understandingmand appreciating the justifi-
cation for such a survey.

A significant nuuber of parents questioned the "face" validity of some of the
items on the B-K Parental Checklist. For example, concerning all three instruments,
some parents interpreted the items relating to personal grooming and hygiene as
referring to their child in a derogatory manner. Lost of the parents perceived
their children as functioning at least as well as their friends and siblings in
this area; and thus were rather lenient in rating them.

The items on the instruments regarding free movement around neighborhoods
provoked a great deal of discussion. Many parents, especially those of the
younger group, felt that the degree of safety characteristic of their neighbor-
hood vas a more important factor influencing the free movement of their child

than was the child's individual competency. Most of the parents of the normal
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children felt that their childrén would be able to move freely around the
neighborhood if they were aliowed to do so.

Concerning the use of the telephone, some parents of the younger children
dndicated that while their child could answer the telephone, either appropriately
or non-appropriately, they seldom if ever attempted to dial a number. Many
parents concluded that the use of the telephone depended upon the age of the child,
his associates, and his interests, rather than his ability or inability to do so.

The items concerning playing with cﬁildren younger than themselves elicited
comments from parents regarding the ages of other children in the family and in
the neighborhood as limiting and determining the choice of associates. Occasional-
ly a parent would say that his'child preferred to play with older children. In
the instance of some children especially those among the educable mentally re-
tarded group, parents stated that their child felt more comfortable when playing
with children younger than themselves. B

Reggrding some of the items which failed to discriminate, it appeared that
the wording of the item detracted from its validity. -éxamples include items 8

and 13 on the instrument for young chilidren. On item 8, the use of the word "some"

in "Takes responsibility for some jobs in the house" probably contributed to a

" more homogenous set of responses than might have been elicited without the quali-

fier. Similarly, on Item 13, the word "not" in the statement "Is not overly

friendly with strangers" seemed to result in some confusion among respondents.
Many parents appeared to feel somewhat threatened regurding responding to

the open-ended questions, probably due to inexperience in this regard, fear of

misspelling words and poor gramzmar,and general.apprchensipn relzted to the instru-

ment. In the final construction of the instruments much of this in:ormation will

be gathered from a checklist, which will make it easier and more convenient for

parents to respond.

K11 of the above information will be taken into consideration in the final

P‘
!

47.



construction of the B-K Parental Checklist. Thus, & clinical approach and
evaluation of results will be employed for purposes of revising the existing
instruments. Using more sophisticated statistical procedures in analyzing

the results to scek the optimal way of using the three checkliﬁts for discrim-
ination among students seems premature at this time.

The B-K Parental Checklist developed as a result of this study will be
included in a battery of tests employed in the assessment of children referred
for screening for various educational settings in St. Louis. 1In addition,
it is suggested that tﬁe Checklist might be used in other educational settings

with a similar urban school population.
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. Appendix I

Instruments Used in Study
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. Division of Pupil Percomnel Services
1520 South Grand Avenue
FORM 5-9 St. Louis, liissouri 63104

. Date

.. Dear

G g G R

Pleasc complete the checklist below concerning . This will
help vs understand your child and plan for the best educational proccdures for him.

L R e 2 e —a
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. * 8T. LOUIS PUBLIC SCHOOLS .
Division of Pupil Porsonnel Services
. 1520, South Grand Avenua .
" FORM 10-12 St. Louis, liissouri 63104 :

: o . - Date .
D2av : :
Please ccanlete the checklist below concerning . . This will

help us under sthnd your child and plan for the best educa;zonal prceedures for him.

e ———y —d'—-
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[ a3
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1. List your childs Intcrests and houbics.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

2. List thosze things your child dons well.
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ole LUULD LUl Lliclc R .
Divicion of Pupil Fersonnel Services '
1520 chtn rard Avenue

St. Louis, lissouri 63104 Co

'FORM 13+
Date | )

Pean

Please completz the checlilst bolow concarning . « This will
werstand your chila and plan for the best cducational precedures for him.
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Population Used in Study"
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* ' Appendix II

{ Number of Students in each group by sex and age.
| F M Total ' Age Group
223 177 . 400 5-9
M 195 132 - 327 10-12
230 198 - k28 13+
648 507 1155

11 17 28 5-9

EMR 41 -t 80 | 10-12

16 22 - 13+
68 83 . . 151

8 38 46 5-9

' PP 2 .34 36 10-12

o | 1L u 22 13+
21 83 104

Total Number of Subjects in Study - 1410
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