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ABSTRACT

The Project to Develop Curriculum for Four-Year 0ld Handicapped
Mexican American Children (Ability Development Project) was carried out

to ilentify handicapped four-year-old MeXican American children enrolled
in a regular bilingual program and to develop appropriate curricular
materials for them. For a one-year period program efforts focused on
development and limited test of materials for the children, their teachers
and parents. The program was charactcrized by a developmental rathar than
a deficit approach to problems in learning and was directed at maXimizing
learning that can occur when children of differing abilities interact in
the same classroom. The basic research design was pre-post test with an
intervening learning period of approXimately six months.

The basic program was the Bilingual Early Childhood Program, Level II,
developed by Southwest Educational Development Laboratory.

Supplementary Activities were developed and administered to the
targeted children. Results for these children were compared with those
of non-handicapped classmates and handicapped children who had not received
supplementary assistance. Pretesting revealed 40 children with evidence
of handicapping conditions; 29 were selected as target children. Target
children in two classrooms received assistance in the form of Supplementary
Activities, while target children in the other three classrooms were
served indirectly through consultation with their teachers. The project
included teacher materials.

The following products resulted: (1) Spanish/English Language
Preference Screening (2) Observational Checklists for Referral (3)
Criterion Reference Test (4) Supplementary Activities (9) Instructional
Materials Manual: ''How to Fill Your Toy Shelves Without Emptying Your
Pocketbook--70 IneXpensive Things to Do or Make" (6) Working with Parents
of Handicapped Children.

Project children made significant gains on criterion-* Terenced and
norm-referenced tests. Target children who had received $applementary
Activities made greater gains than target children who had not, and in
some areas made gains comparable with those of their non-handicapped peers.
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November 30, 1974

Dr. Max Mueller

Bureau of Education for the Handicapped
U. §. 0ffice of Education

Washington, D. C. 20202

Dear Dr. Muelley:

The Southwest Educational Development Laboratory is
pleased to submit its Final Report, Volumes 1 and 2,
of A Project to Develop Curriculum for Four-Year—0ld
Handicapped Mexican American Children, funded under
contract to the Bureau. Enclosed with 15 coples of
this final report is one finished copy of each of the
gix products developed during the 1l2-month project.

The Fidcal Report required by contract will be submitted
to the Bureau per time specifications in the original
contract.

We are pleased for the opportunity to assist the Bureau
of Education for the Handicapped in this endeavor. If
you desire further information please contact Dr. Joyce
S. Evans, Director of this project.

Thank you.
Sincerely,
[ [7( 1¢;2L4;;p/
es H. Perry
Executive Director
JHP/1lab
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INTRODUCTION

The Abiiity Development Project (ADP), a project to develop curriculum
for four-year-old handicaﬁped Mexican—-American children, focused on the
special needs of handicapped children enrslled in bilingual preschool classes
with non-handicaPped peers. The Project, working under a grant from the
Buceau of Education for .he Handicapped, was characterized by a develop~
mental rather than @ deficit approach to problems in learning, and was
directed at maximizing the learning that can occur when children of
differing abilities interact in the same classroom.

The need for this developmental effort was critical for several
reasons:! the number of children involved, the social significance, and
the absence of existing materials. In the Southwest {Arizoma, California,
Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas), there are more than 720,000 Mexican-
American children five years of age and under. No exact data exist on the
number who 1) speak Spanish as their first language, and 2) are handicapped.
In one state, Texas, it is estimated that some 16.1 percent of the school
population is handicapped to one degree or another,1 and that of the
163,983 Spanish-surnamed three~ to five-year-olds, some 26,401 are potentially
handicapped.2 Approximately 8,000 of these children are four years old.

In Lau v. Nichols (January 21, 1974), the Supreme Court affiymed the
right of the child to initial insfruction in his native language, so he
can achieve more effective participation in the educational process. At
the same time, state legislation and lower court decisions have mandated

that initial instruction for the non-English-speaking child be provided

llnformation based on figures provided by the Director of Special
Education, Texas Education Agency, 1972.

2Information from the Texas Education Agency, based on 1970 U. S.
Cengus data.




in his native language. Not all Mexican-American children speak Spanish
as their first or only language, and no data are available to determine
how many are Spanish speakers and_how many are bilingual speakers. There
is probally some variation in degree of Spanish usage and bilingualism in
the different regions of the Southwest.

Physical isolation of children, particularly slow learners and the
educable retarded, into special education classes has been sharply
criticized as an homogeneous grouping practice which is discriminatory.

In the District of Columbia, Judge Skelly Wright's decision resulted in

the order that tracks be abolished because they discriminate against the
racially different and/or economically disadvantaged. Referring to this
decision, Dunn (1968, p. 7), states that 'clearly special schools and
classes are a form of homogeneous grouping and tracking... Self-contained
special classes will probably not be tolerated under the present court
ruling...” In response to these and other criticisms, Texas and some other
states have mandated that handicapped children be placed in regular cla;ses
whenever possible, with a continuum of added services as needed.

The educational advantage of special education class placement,
especially for the mildly and moderately handicapped child, has also been
sharply questioned. Research on the comparative achievement of mentally
retarded children in special and in regular classes has consistently
failed to demonstrate the efficacy of special class placement {(Johnson,

1962; Blatt, 1970). Categorization of children by handicapping conditions

has alsc been challenged (Dunn, 1968). These qQuestions and studies have
resulted in a trend away from placing mildly and moderately handicapped
children in special classes. This trend is clearly illustrated by the
adoption of Plan A for Special Education in Texas and at the preschool
level by the Head Start guidelines for the inclusion of handicapped

children in regular Head Start classes. 9
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Developments in the legal, social, and educational aspects of edu-
cation for the handicapped have created 8 critical need for materials
and programs geared for handicarped children in general and for handi-
capped minority children in particular. These needs are apparent in
many areas of educational concern: teacher training for working with
handicapped children in the regular classroom; non-categorical curri-
culum materi%é&(geared for use in the regular classroom; and unbiased
test instrumenta that focus, not on labeling and placement, but on edu-
cational needs of children.

Such materials, especially materials for the handicapped Mexican-
Mmerican child, are virtually nonexistent. A recent search of 13,000
individual curricular materials revealed only 19 series that were classified
as either "bilingual" or “English as a Second Lauguage.” The only replicable,
comprehensive full-day program for four-year-old Spanish-speaking children
is the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory's (SEDL's) Bilingual
Early Childhood Program, Level 11 (BECP), and this program is designed for
normally functioning children.

The value of early intervention in handicapping conditions is well
documented (Weikart, 1967; Karnes, 1969; Evans and Bangs, 1972). Though
the long-term effects of particular programs are sometimes questionmabie,
the mass of available evidence suggests that appropriate and carefully
planned preschool intervention can significantly contribute to the child's
development and later achievement. Therefore, the need for appropriate
materials for preschool handicapped children is particularly critical.

The overall purpose of the Ability Development Project was to address
the aforementioned needs by developing curricular materials for four-year-
o0ld handicapped Mexican-American children. The project took a non-categorical
approach to problems in learning, focusing on failure to meet educational

objectives rather than on handicapping conditions. Curricular materials

3 10




were to interface with the BECP, Laevel II Curriculum activities and objectives,
in keeping with the goal of maintaining the handicapped child in the regular
classroom. In the framework of the development process used by SEDL,

Project efforts for the year were to be directed at product design and

initial test, with further testing in succeeding yvears as required by

feedback data.

i1l




PROJECT OVERVIEW

The purpose of the Ability Development Project was to identify and
assist four-year-old handicapped Mexican—American children ?ithin a regular
bilingual preschool program. The assistance provided the children by the
ADP would result in the development of Supplementary Activities and other
materials which would interface with Southwest EducationaltDevelopment
Laboratory's BECP, Level II and which could be used effectively with other
children having similar disabilities. The focus of this Project was to
develop products and submit them to limited design testing. It was
expected that products would require more extensive testing later.

The original intent of the Project was to include only children with
mild to moderate learning disabilities according to an exclusive definition:
disabilities which "... do not include learning problems which are due
primarily to visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, [or] to mental retarda-
tion ..." {(preliminary definition, U.S. Office of Education, 1968). The
reality of the situation encountered by the Project required that this
exclusive definition be waived, Many of the children had not oniy demon*
strable learning disabilities, but also additional problems such as auditory
or visual loss. The Project staff deteymined that to exclude them from the
Project would be unrealistic. Therefore, the Project served 1) those
children with learning disabilities and 2) those children with combined
learning disabilities and physical disabilities.

In order to develop appropriate activities for four-year-old handicapped
Mexican—American children, the following objectives were formulated:

1. 7To identify and/or develop assessment instruments suitable for

young Mexican-American children. Both norm-referenced and

cviterion-referenced tests would be considered.

12
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2. To administer identified instruments to Project children; test
results would serve two functions of the project:
a. Identify target children (those with problems in learning).
b. Evaluate Project effectiveness by providing measures of

pre- and post-learning period performance.

3. To develop instructional materials for the target children;
these materials ghould be in the form of supplementary activities
to SEDL's Bilingual Early Childhood Program, Level II curriculum.

4, To develop appropriate materials to ald teachers with a minimum

of formal training in working with handicapped children in the
regular classroom.

5. To develop strategies for working with parents of preschool

handicapped children.
The procedures employed to meet these objectives are summarized here and
discussed in detail in succeeding sections. The Project used the SEDL
developmental process. (See Appendix D.)

In Austin all publicly supported Head Start and Model Cities Day Care
Centers are administered through Child, Inc., a non-profit organization.
There were five Model Cities Day Care Centers with large enrollments of
Mexican-American children. SEDL contracted with Child, Inc., to place all
the four-year—-old Mexican—American children attending these centers in
Project classrooms with bilingual teachers. Five Project classrooms were
thus organized within the existing Model Cities Day Care Centers. The
five Project classes were located at three Centers: two at Canterbury
Center, two at Allen Center, and one at Riverside Center. Also located at
these Centers were non-project classyooms for three- and five-year-olds

and for those four-year-olds who did not require a bilingual program.

13
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The initial enrollment in Project classes (N = 99) included 57 boys
and 42 girls ranging in age from three years, nine months to five years,

10 months. No attempt had been made to select handicapped children for
these classes. After extemsive testing and clinical evaluation by Project
staff, 40 children were fouﬁd to have evidence of disabilities according

to a non-categorical definition (handicapped to the extent that the were
unable to learn at a level commensurate with their peers). The twenty-nine
children with the most severe disahilities were selected as target children
and comprised the group for whom Supplementary Activities were developed.
The target children at Canterbury Center were the experimental group (Target-
Intervention) with whom Project staff worked directly and design-tested )
activities. The target children at Allen and Riverside Centers (Target- No
intervention) did not receive Supplementary Activities, but Project staff
monitored their progress and consulted with their teachers on working with
them. The 59 non-target children received no special treatment but often
served as comparison subjects.

In January the initial sample consisted of 99 children, but this number
fluctuated during the Project. Children dropped out of the program or were
moved to other classes by Child, Inc. New children also entered the Project
classes. Children who enrolled after the initial testing period were not
included in any statistical analyses, but were in all other respects full
participants in the Project classes. In June, at the end of the Project
period, 24 of the original 29 target children were still enrolled. Twenty-
two of these were included in the final data analysis (two children were
untestable). Twenty—-two non-target children were selected on the basis of
language preference, age, and sex to serve as a comparison group. Although
all Project children received the pretest, only target children snd the 22

non-targat comparison sample received the posttest.

id 7




The first objective of the Project was to identify and/or develop
appropriate testing instruments. Project staff conducted an instrument
survey among 232 public schools and 20 Regional Service Centers to identify
assessment instruments currently being used with Mexican-American preschoolers.
The survey did not identify any instruments appropriate to the needs of the
Project; i.e., in Spanish. The survey results indicate that Mexican~Amarican
preschoolers are usually tested in English. Project staff therefore developed
and/or adapted the necessary instruments. {(See Appendix ¥ for a complete
report of the results of the survey.)

In order to assess the children's progress in Level II of the BECP,

a criterion-referenced test (CRT) was developed for the first 15 units of
the curriculum., The CRT was designed to assess the child's performance
on visual, auditory, motor, and conceptual tasks, It was administered

to all Project children at the initiation of the Froject. A complete
description oé the CRT is found in the "Identification Instruments" topic,
and the test itself in Appendix F.

In addition, the staff made use of norm-referenced tests. The
use of norm-referenced tests for minority children has been
criticized both for the unfairness which they represent (Matluck and Mace,
1973) and for the inaccuracy of conclusions drawn from such test results
(Meisgier, 1966; Calzoncit, 1971). However, the use of norm-referenced
instruments provides for a standard method of scoring certain kinds of
behavior and for comparing children's performance with others taking the
same test. Therefore, a battery of subtest items from norm-~referenced
tests wag developed and administered to all Project children, primarily

for the purpose of identifying target children. Scores were converted to

age equivalents and were uged to compare children within the Project without




reference to the noym group (see Appendix I). A complete discussion of the
norm~referenced battery also is found in the “"Identification Instruments"
topic in the following section.

In order to determine whether to test the children in English or in
Spanish, it was necessary to develop an instrument which would quickly
determine a child's preferred language. The Spanish/English Language
Preference Screening (S/ELPS) was developed to meet this need. The
S/ELPS includes expressive and receptive language tasks in Spanish and in
English. Because there appeared to be widespread applicability for an
instrument of this nature and because initial design test data were
positive, the S/ELPS was further developed and pilot tested by the Project.
Procedures and results are presented in the following section and in
Appendix E.

In order to gather information from Project teachers about possible
pupil problems they may have observed in the classroom, the Observational
Checklists for Referral (OCR) were developed by Project staff. The OCR is
a checklist-type screening instrument. Consisting of an instructional
guide, one general and six specific checklists in the areas of health,
vision, hearing, speech, motor, and social/emotional development, the OCR
is designed to aid teachers in identifying children who should be referred
to other professionals. The OCR was administered to all Project children
during the pretesting period. See the following section and Appendix G
for a more complete discussion of the OCR.

The basic educational program for all Project children was the
Bilingual Early Childhood Program, Level II (BECP, Level II). This is a
comprehensive program for four-year-old disadvantaged Mexican—American

children. Tested and validated over a five-year period, the BECP is the

16
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only full-day bilingual program for four-year-olds currently available. A
complete discussion of this program is included under "Instructional Activi-
ties" in the "ProducE Methodology" section and in Appendix C. The BECP was
the basic program for which Supplementary Activities yere developed by the
Project.

The design and design test of the Supplementary Activities began soon
after program implementation and continued into the summer after the
posttesting was completed. Supplementary Activities were developed by
Project staff and design tested with target children at Canterbury Center.
The activities were revised, based on the feedback of the Project staff
members who had taught the activities and on the performance of the
children on the activities. Approximately 47 additional activities were
developed for the last 10 units but yere not design tested with children.

A complete discussion of the BECP and the development of the Supplementary
Activities is found in the following section under "Instructiomal Activities."

Jne objective of the Project was to develop materials to help teachers
in working with handicapped children in the regular classroom. The manual
that accompanies the OCR was designed to accomplish this purpose as well

as to provide a guide for completing the checklists. Working with Parents

of Handicapped Children is a manual designed to help teachers understand

parents’' feelings and to provide guidelines for making referrals and for
working with the child's parents in order to maximize his home=-school
learning. The manual was reviewed by external consultants (see Appendix B)

and revised according to their suggestions. How to Fill Your Toy Shelves

Without Emptying Your Pocketbook was designed as a guide for making

inexpensive learning materials for home and school use out of common house-
hold objects, discarded materials, or inexpensive variety store items. Accom~
panying the directions for making each item are suggestions for activities

using items to develop various skills. {See Appendix K.) The activities and

ERIC © T
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instructions for making the materials were design tested in a parent-teacher
workshop conducted by Project staff, and revised based on feedback from
workshop participants.

The final objective of the Project was to develop strategies for
working with the parents of handicapped children. In addition to developing

the manual Working with Parents of Handicapped Children, the Project staff

utilized two approaches: 1) an individual approach focusing on the exchange
of information between parents and the teacher, and 2) a group approach
directed at al) Project parents and utilizing workshops and special pro-
grams to attract the parents of target children. A complete discussion
of these procedures is found in the following section under "Activities
with Parents."

Al) major Project activities involving teachers and children were
conducted between January and June.1 Posttesting was conducted in June.

Data analysis was performed for 22 of the 24 target children
remaining in the program and a sample of 22 non-targeted children. (Two
target children had been untestable on either the pre- or the posttest.)
Pre- and posttest data were available for the battery of nomm-referenced
tesé items, the CRT, and the S/ELPS. For the purpose of the analysis,
the target group was further divided into two groubPs: those who had
received Supplementary Activities (Target- Intervention) and those who
had not (Target- No intervention). The non-target children were considered
ag a single group.

Given the objectives and limitations stated at the beginning of this

section, the results of the data analysis were positive. The total sample

1By the end of June so many children had left the Centers, that only
limited work with children could be done. During the remaining summer
months revision of products and additional design were completed by the staff.

18
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made significant gains on the CRT. Within groups, gains were significant for
the Non~target and the Target-Intervention groups, whereas, gains for the
Target-No intervention group were not significant. Between-group differences
were mostly non-significant with a few exceptions. Target-Intervention children
performed significantly better than the Target-No intervention children on the

motor items of the CRT. Non-target children tended to make greater gains than

did target children, and target children who had received intervention
tended to gain more than children who had not.

The children also made gains on some items of the norm-referenced
measures. On the pretest, the total group of children scored below their
age level on seven of the norm-referenced items; on the posttest they
scored below their age level on only two items. There were few significant
differences between the groups with regard to pre- and post-learning-period
gains on the norm-referenced test battery. Complete details of the
statistical procedures used and the results are found in the section on

"Findings."
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PROJECT METHODOLOGY

Subjects and Setting

The Children. In order to cbtain a group of approximately 100
four-year-old Mexican-American children, all Mexican-American children
artending Model Cities Day Care Centers in Austin, Texas, were asgigned
to one of the three centers where the Bilingual Early Childhood Program
(BECP, Level II) was being installed. There were 38 Project children in
two classes at Canterbury Center, 38 in two classes at Allen Center, and
19 at Riverside Center. All children had attended the Day Care Centers
for at least four and up to 18 months at the time the BECP was initiated.
No type of special educational identification or instruction had been
provided.

Families of the Project and cther Model Cities children were from the
most economically disadvantaged of all the groups served by Child, Inc.,
Day Care Centers, the administrative organization for all publicly-supported
day care centers in Austin. All families resided in the Model Cities area
and met the income criteria of $4,321 for a family with one child to $9,451
for a family of 10. Many were recipients of AFDC., Thus, for all of the
children, the problems of belonging to an ethnic and linguistic minority
were compounded by the problems of poverty.

Although all the children were Mexican~American, the language
characterigtics of the Project chlldren were varied. Scme spoke only
Spanish and some only English; some were bilingual and others mixed English
and Spanish freely in the same utterance$, Of the 78 children who received
the Spanish/English Language Preference Screening (S/ELPS) at the beginning

of the Project, there were 22 Spanish speakers, 46 English speakers, and
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10 bilingual or mixed speakers. Additional specific information on the
language characteristics of the children is included in the following
%ection under "Identification Instruments" and in Appendix E.

Information on individual children was limited. All had received
medical evaluations prior to their enrcllment; no sericus medical problems
had been identified among the Project children. After enrollment, blood
samples were taken by Child, Inc., to test for atemia. Four Project
children were found to be anemic and were given iron supplements, Vision
screening had been conducted by a local volunteer group, but many Project
children had not been screened. Hearing screening was not available,
though teachers noted a high incidence of colds and other upper respiratory
infections cften associated with hearing loss. Funding constraints pre-
vented more extensive diagnostic and therapeutic services,

Although the Ability Development Project was funded to develop
materials rather than to provide direct services, the needs of the children
were So great that effort was made to address them. Visicn screening was
conducted by Project staff for the children at Canterbury Center (N = 34).
Hearing screening was conducted at Canterbury Center (N = 40) and for
children at the other Centers (N = 19) yho were checked for hearing or
speech on the Observaticnal Checklists for Referral (OCR). Project staff
conferred frequently with the teachers and with the Child, Inc., staff on
referrals and other ways of cbtaining services for the children.

The need for special services was supported by the high incidence of
problems found in the group by the Project staff themselves, Early estimates
had projected the incidence to be 20 te 25 percent. Testing and screening
conducted by Project staff, however, indicated that fully 40 of the
original 99 children showed evidence of some type of problems. An
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additional nine children were perceived by their teachers as having problems,
according to the results cf the OCR. Most of these additional problems
identified by the teachers were related to developmental differences in
gspeech and were not serious enough to be considered disabilities. Of the

40 children identified by Project staff, 29 were selected for the target
sample. This group represented, in the opinion of the staff, the most
seriously handicapped of the identified children.

Of the target children, 22 performed one year below their age level
on the norm~referenced tests, and the remainder had wide discrepancies in
their performance on the items; seven had evidence of hearing less; four
had visual preblems; and 13 had apeech/language precblems sericus enough to
impair intelligibility or normal language development. Sixteen children
showed evidence of problems in more than one area. All of the target
children had difficulty meeting lesson objectives, and these difficulties
did not vary precisely according to the child's "problem area." For
example, children with hearing loss might have difficulty not only with
auditory activities, but also with motor and conceptual activities as well.

The Teachers. The selection and agssignment of teachers for the
Project classes was made by Child, Inc. Teachers were selected on the basis
of their ability to speak Spanish. Like the children, all Center teachers
were residents of the Model Cities area and eligible for Medel Cities
services. Because the teachers ghared the social and economic preblems
of the students 8nd their families, they were perhaps mere understanding
of the home situaticns than teachers not residing in the Model Cities area.

Model Cities guidelines for Day Care Centers do not specify an
educational level for teachers and assistants., The Centers provide a

means for talented gnd dedicated teachers who lack formal training to work
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in a non—school setting. This lack of training, however, had to be taken
into account when materials for the Centers were developed. Specific

skills, such aa observation techniques, following a lesson plan or curriculum

guide, classroom management, and grouping for language and ability, could not

be assumed.

The educational levels of Project teachers and assistants ranged from
fourth grade to 2-1/2 years of college. Those who had attended college had
studied elementary education or child psychology. One.was attending a child
development course at Austin Community College. One had been a teacher
assistant in high school, and another had completed a course in child care.
The education and training of the teachers and assistant teachers were
therefore varied. The only salient differences between teachers and
assistants was that all the teachers spoke Spanish, whereas only one of
the assistants was a Spanish speaker,

The entering experience of the Project teachers was zero to two years.
Child, Inc. provided both preservice and inservice training. During the
preservice training period, the newly-hired teacher was assigned to the
administrative office for an overview of the Center’'s educational program
and its objectives. The length of preservice varied according to when the
teacher was needed in the classroom. This was usually a week. Then the
Center Director provided the new teacher with inservice training. As
part of the inservice training, workshops for teachers were conducted
approximately six times a year. These included training in child-care
subjects such as nutrition and hygiene, as well as teaching techniques.

For the purposes of the Project, the teachers attended preservice
training conducted by the Field Relations staff of SEDL. The training

provided by SEDL consisted of a systematic introduction to the BECP, Level 1I.
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It included an overview of the program, discussion of the four elements
(visual, auditory, motor, and ideas and concepts), the purpose and tech-
niques of testing, classroom érrangement and management, and use of equipment.
Discussions of the BECP were augmented by films demonstrating teaching
strategies, testing techniques, classroom arrangement, and use of equipment.
The preservice training sessions were followed by visits to the classrooms

by SEDL Field Relations and Project staff. Suggestions for management,
teaching, and physical assistance were given, Project staff also located

or donated needed equipment, such as area rugs, toys, learning materials,

and clothes for the housekeeping areas.

Classroom Setting. The classroom settings were provided by

Child, Inc. This organization handles funding, personnel policies and
assignments, procurement, and record keeping for Model Cities and Head
Start Day Care Centers. Requirements for the two kinds of Centers varied,
and services which were available to Head Start Centers were not always
available to Model Cities Centers. For example, funds provided through
Head Start for integration of the handicapped were not available to'Model
Cities Centers.

The Model Cities Cenéers' income criteria required that the children
served be economically disadvantaged. The Center provided two meals a day,
supervised child care, and an educational program. Funds were not available
to provide special services to individual children, but children were not
excluded from the Centers because of physical problems or handicaps. -Funds
for materials and supplies were also limited. Centers were located in
existing buildings, often donated by a church or some other organization.

The classrooms provided for the ADP by Child, Inc. were at Canterbury
Center, Allen Center, and Riverside Center. The two Project classes at Canterbury
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Center were housed in a building which served as a church meeting hall,
including a long room divided into thirds by movable partitions. The
classrooms were at each end of the room, with the central area used for
shared block and housekeeping activities. Several adjacent rooms were
available for storage, small-group activities, and testing.

Two Project classes were located at Allen Center where five classes
(two Project and three non-Project) shared a single very large room. A
very small side room was also available to each teacher.

One Project class was organized at Riverside Center in a small,
self-contained classroom.

Problems. Problems were encountered in implementing the basic

Bilingual Early Childhood curriculum. Although 10 to 15 units had been
envisioned by Project staff, by the end of June the classes had completed
only four of the 25 units, seven at Riverside. Several factors contributed
to this. The teachers were not accustomed to using a structured teaching
system and did not know how to integrate the curriculum into the existing
Center programs. Center Directors had not attended the preservice train-
ing sessions, despite encouragement from Project staff. The Directors
therefore were unfamiliar with the curriculum and unable to help the teachers
with their problems. Although fully bilingual, the teachers were not accus-
tomed to teaching in Spanish, and often taught lessons in English that
were designed to be taught in Spanish. Grouping for language and ability
was also a difficult task for the teachers, who did not fully understand
the importance of grouping. Classroom arrangement and management also
presented difficulties, especially for the teachers at Allen Center, where
a single large classroom was shared by five teachers. Difficulties in

implementing the program at the Allen Center were encountered immediately,

25

18




although the curriculum has been used quite successfully in open classrooms
at other sites, Project teachers were not free to rearrange the classroom,
since the materials and fucniture were used by other teachers, The children
in the BECP program were carefully taught to use and care for equipment;
howevers the presence of 60 other children without similar training pro- -
vided some disruptive activity. The two classes at Allen had been designated
the experimental classes where target children would receive intervention.
To insure the success of the program at Allen Center, the pilot version of
the BECP, Level Il curriculum was supplied to the three non-Project reachers
along with preservice training. Commitment to the program was never
achieved by the non-Project staff, however, and attempts to design test
Supplementary Activities at Allen Center were unsuccessful, The experi-
mental efforts were therefore moved to Canterbury.

The problems encountered by the teachers were due in large part to
factors beyond their control or that of Project staff. These factors
included physical facilities, lack of materials, lack of support from
Center Directors, and the absence of services for the children. For
instance, at one site, Canterbury Center, the building also served the
needs of a church congregation. Therefore, the teachers had to remove
all classroom material and furniture several evenings each week and replace
them on the following mornings.

The teachers had difficulty in implementing the program. That the
teachers themselves perceived the needs for detailed and compreﬁensive
pre~ and inservice training anda I{or continuous supervision and support was
clear from their responses to a questionnaire administered as an interview
at the end of the Project. The teachers were unanimously enthusiastic

about the program but mentioned that there were specific activities that

26

19




they did not understand. They alsc said that their participation in the
work of the Ability Development Project had been informative and had pro-
vided some services to the children that would have been otherwise
unavailable. The Project staff determined that the needs of the teachers
for training, supervision, and support are clearly as critical as tﬂ;
needs of the children for gervices, particularly when handicapped children
are included in the program.

The BECP, Level II program has been used successfully in a wide variety
of settings, but itg previous use did not prepare the Project staff for
difficulties encountered in this Project. The isclation of the bilingual
classes in Centers where the other teachers and the directors were not
familiar with the program was perhaps the most serious problem. The high
incidence of handicaps in the children, which may have been true for non-
Project classes as well, made the teachers' attempts to use the program
especially difficult. The teachers expressed the idea and the desire for
a fully bilingual Center where the teachers, the Center Director, and the

parents would all be committed to bilingual education.

Identification Instruments

Identification instruments were developed or adapted in the Ability
Development Project in order to: 1) identify the target children--those
with handicaps or problems in learning, and 2) evaluate Project effective-
ness by measuring pre- and post-learning pericd gains. Tests developed

for the Project were the Spanish/English Language Preference Screening

(S/ELPS) and the Observational Checklists for Referral (OCR). Existing

tests adapted by the Project were the Norm-Referenced Meagure made up of

subtests from varicus standardized tests and the Criterion Referenced Test
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adapted from the Bilingual Early Childhood Program, Level II. These tests
will be discussed in the following pages with full program results presented
in the Results sectiomn.

Spanish/English Language Preference Screening (S/ELPS). The

Project staff was faced in January with the task of testing 99 four-year-
olds of whom some-spoke Spanish, some English, and some both languages.
The first problem was to determine which was the child's stronger language
for test administration. Because some children were newly-assigned to the
Project classes, and because most teaching had been in English prior to the
introduction of the Bilingual Early Childhood Program, Feacher judgments
concerning which language was appropriate for test administration were not
necessarily accurate. In order to develop a procedure to determine the
child's preferred language for testing, the Spanish/English Language
Preference Screening (S/ELPS) test was developed.

The S/ELPS was designed to be administered by the child's classroom
teacher in a short period of time, preferably no more théﬁ 10 minutes.
The tasks sample a variety of receptive and expressive language behaviors
well within the developmental capabilities of four-year-olds. Stimuli
inciude verbal questions, objects, directions, and pictures. One set of
stimuli is presented first in Spanish; then an equivalent, but not identi-
cal, set is presented in English. A comparison of the child's performance
on the two parts of the test indicates the child's preferred language and
to some extent the degree of preference. The Screening does not measure
the degree of the child's linguistic development in either language, since
the tasks were designed to be easy for a four-year-old.

An initial pool of items was design~tested by a linguist who
administered the screening to five children. The tasks were found to be

at an appropriate developmental level and stimulating, and the children's
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responses provided a guide for the design of a recording form. Use by
teachers was tested in a second cycle of design test, Their feedbaclk and
the children's performance resulted in several revisions.

The third version of the instrument was evaluated by an external
consultant who listened to tape recordings and made an independent judgment
of the children's preferred language. He also provided the criteria by
which he had made the judgments; these eriteria supported the response
categories used on the recording form. The instrument was also tested for
the equivalency of the Spanish and English sections. Further details of
these procedures are found in Appendix E.

While the test procedures were being developed, a manual of instructions
was prepared. The manual was written and revised according to an in~house
review. The manual was then design~tested by eight teachers who administered
the S/ELPS and provided feedback for subsequent revisions. During the
development process, all Project children received some form of the S/ELPS,
though some received special experimental versions (see Appendix E). Each
was later tested in the language indicated by the S/ELPS to be his preferred
language.

A revieywy of the literature did not reveal the existence of an instrument like
the S/ELPS, an instrument which could be administered in a short period of
time by a classroom teacher to determine language preference for initial
learning or testing. Since there appeared to be a widespread need for
such an instrument, pilot testing for validity and reliability of the
S/ELPS was undertaken in the late Sprinmg. Thirty Project children who had
not received the S/ELPS during the previous three months were the subjects
for this study. A test-retest procedure was used with the linguist and the

Project teachers doing the testing. A scoring system for analyzing the
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results was developed. Tester judgments of each child's language preference
were compared with each other and with teacher judgments made according to
set criteria after having worked with the children in the bilingual program
for several months., Complete details of the procedures used are in
Appendix E.

The results of the pilot test, using teacher judgment ;s the ¢riterion,
indicated that the S/ELPS, through a correlation between continuous data
and categorical data, has a validity of 0.8582, Test-retest reliability
was also high with a correlation range of 0,850 tn 0,945, These results
must be interpreted with caution because of the small sample size and the
fact that the sample was heavily weighted with English speakers, It
appears, however, that the S$/ELPS does give an estimate of the child's
preferred language which may be used with some confidence by a teacher or
examiner unfamiliar with the child, The estimate must be taken as tenta-
tive, and careful cbservation is required to confirm the findings of the
S/ELPS,

Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT). Criterion-referenced tests
specify an absolute level or quality of acceptable performance. The
BECP, Level II makes extensive ugzs of criterion-referenced tests Lo assess
the children's performance and to measure their progress through the
program. The Level II program includes criterion-referenced tests for
each eight units of the curriculum, In order to chtain measures over a
greater span of time, the Project staff prepared a criterion-referenced
test for the first 15 units of the program.

The CRT develcped by the Project consists of 23 items which yield a
total score, ag well as four subtest scores {(Visual, Auditory, Motor, and

ideas and Concepts) corresponding to the four areas of the curriculum.
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Each item is pass~fail but the degree of success can also be recorded for
information an teaching needs. It is designed to be administered at the
beginning of the school year and at the end of 15 units., The Project
children in this case received the posttest after only four units (seven
at Riverside), because the testing had to begin before the children began
leaving for the summer.

Experience with the CRT gave important information for revision. Some
items were expanded to test a given skill in more depth. Others were re-
vised for ease and speed of administration. Two items were added to provide
additional information: a copying-geometric-designs item and a draw-a-
person item. The items were regrouped according to form of administra;ion
with some items being suitable only for individual administration, scme
for small group adwministracion, and some for total group adminisctration.

A new scoring sheet was also designed. This revised form was not admin-
istered to Project children; the revisions were made after the posttest
period according to feedback from the examiners and the results. A
complete discussion of the test results is found in the Results section,
and a copy of the CRT used in this Project is in Appendix F.

Norm~Referenced Measures. Selected items from several norm-

referenced measures were also administered to the Project children.
Criteria for selection of items were: 1) items must be culturally
unbiased; 2) items must be linguistically unbiased; that is, they must
convert to Spanish without substantial change of meaning or developmental
level; 3) items must measure abilities and skills addressed by the bi- .
lingual curriculum. The rationale for the use of an item pool rather

than a single test is documented (Bangs, 1968; Evans and Bangs, 1972).

The use of an item pool was particularly appropriate for the group in
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question, since frequently some, but not all, subtests of a given
norm-referenced test might meet the stated criteria. For example., some items
on the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities test skills and
structures peculiar to English and would therefore be inappropriate for
Spanish-speaking children. Certain items, such as Visual Sequential Memory,
however, do not directly involve the use of language and might therefore

be very appropriate for non-English speakers.

The initial pool of items included items from the Stanford-Binet,

The Hiskey-Nebraska Test of Learning Ability, The Illinois Test of Psycﬁolin—
gulstic Abilitles, the Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence,
and the Vallett Developmental Scales. This battery was administered to
Project children and revised. The items from the Stanford-Binet and the
Vallett were deleted because all the childven passed them. The final bat-
tery consisted of five items from the Hiskey~Nebraska: Memory for Color,
Picture Identification, Picture Association. Paper Folding. and Visual
Attention Span; one item from the WPPSI: Block Design; and three items

from the ITPA: Visual Sequential Memory. Visual Closure, and Manual
Expression. The battery focuses on visual, motor. and conceptual skills;
auditory subtests appeared in general to be language biased. This battery
was administered to the remaining children.

During the pretest period, several children were given the norm-
referenced items in both English and Spanish. Five were given the battery
twice in Spanish and five others received it twice in English., Though the
number was too small in each case to be amenable to statistical analysis,
the results were inconsistent. The children who received the test twice
in the same language showed some differences in the retest. but these were

few and small, The children who recelved the test in both laﬁguages.
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however, made widely variable results. The variations were not consistent
with language; the same c¢hild might score higher on one igem in English and
higher on another item in Spanish, The items had been carefully chosen,
evaluated, and converted to Spanish by persons who were skilled teachers
and examiners. These findings raised serious questions not only about the
equivalency of the two forms of this battery but also about the use of
translation for norm-referenced tests in general.

During the posttest period serious consideration was given to the use
of the norm-referenced items. The same battery was administered to all
remaining target children and a sample of non-target children matched for
language preference, sex, and age. At the same time, the Hiskey-Nebraska
in its entirety was examined by a group of bilingual teachers and examiners.
Each item was examined for cultural bias, for relevance to the experiences
of Mexican-American preschool children, for convertibility to Spanish
without change of meaning and for relationship to the objectives of the
BECP. Based on the recommendations and feedback of this group, and with
the permission of Dr. Hiskey, a Spanish version of the Hiskey-Nebraska was
prepared. This version was administered to 10 Spanish-speaking Mexican-
American children and 1C¢ bilingual children. The English version was
administered to 10 English-speaking Mexican—American children and 10 Anglo
children. The bilingual children also received the English version with
an interval between tests of approximately two weeks, The English versiﬁn
was administered first to half the bilingual children and the Spanish
version first to the other half. Although there were no statistically
significant differences among the four groups, the study led to refinement
of the Spanish version and some direction for further investigation using

the Hiskey-Nebraska Test of Learning Aptitude,
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Observational Checklists for Referral (OCR). The Observational

Checklists for Referral (OCR) were designed for the classroom teacher.
Sinze the teacher works with the child in a variety of situations, she is
in a unique position to identify potential problems in learning. Though

the Project teachers often appeared to have an intuitive idea that "some-

thing might be wrong," they did not always act on this feeling and refer
the child to a professional. They needed to learn the behavioral signs of
various disabilities and the observational skills to notice them. They
also needed some procedure for making referrals and some way of communi-
cating with the professionals to whom they referred children. These needs
also are critical for preschool teachers in general, because in many cases
if the preschool teacher does not identify a problem and make a referral,
the child will not be identified until he is older and already failing in
school. The OCR was developed to address these needs.

The OCR consists of a General Checklist, six Specific Checklists
(Health, Vision, Hearing, Speech, Motor, and Social/Bmotional), and 2
manual of instructions. The general checklist, designed to be completed
for all the children in a class, contains 20 items, each describing a
range of behaviors in a certain area. For example, a speech item is
"Doesn't speak clearly; speech is hard to understand." The Specific
Checklists were designed to describe in detail those behaviors which may
indicate potential problems in young children. The Speech Checklist, for
example, has items describing articulation, rhythm, voice, and language.
All items are stated in non-technical behavioral tems. In addition to
helping the teacher focus her observations, the Checklists are designed to
serve as a vehicle of communication between the teacher and the professionals

to whom she refers the children. The accompanying manual describes observation
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techniques, discusses checklist items in detail, and provides suggestions
for referral. The manual is discussed in detail under "Materials and
Activities for Teachers.”

Before being used in Project classrooms, the Checklists were design
tested by three non~Project teachers at Allen Center. Following revision
and preparation of the accompanying manual, the OCR was reviewed by an ex-
ternal consultant and design tested at Canterbury Center. In the design
test the teachers completed the Generil and Specific Checklists as
instructed in the wanual. They then completed all Specific Checklists
for all children in their class. The design test results and the con-
sultant's suggestions were incorporated into a revised version. The Health
Checklist was reorganized to reflect the conditions of observation rather
than diagnostic categories; items were grouped according to the part of
the body involved rather than the system (i.e., respiratory). Items on
the other checklists were reordered and some additions were made. The
General Checkligst items were reviged to refer to more than one Specific
Checklist. All design test procedures and results are presented in
Appendix G,

Following these revisions the QCR was design tested by Project
teachers at Allen and Riverside Centers. The teachers completed the
General and Specific Checklists as directed in the manual. They then
completed all Specific Checklists for a random sample of children
not checked originally on the General Checklist. Several revisions were
made following this design test. A description of the OCR results for
Project children follows with additional details in Appendix G.

Of the 99 children rated on the OCR, 44 werc checked by their
teachers as having problems. These 44 children were checked a total of 90
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times on the General Checklist. Twenty-one children were checked once;
12 were checked twice; six were checked three times; four were checked
four times; and one child was checked 11 times. The number of children
checked in each classroom varied. The two teachers at Canterbury checked
337 and 27% of the children in their classes. The two Allen teachers
checked 60% and 55% of their children. The teacher at Riverside checked
47% of the children in her class: 0f the 90 ictems checked, the Health
items accounted for 19 (21%); the Vision items for one (1%); the Hearing
items accounted for five (6%); the Speech for 18 (20%); the Motor items
for seven (8%); and the Social/Emotional for 40 (44%).

The number of children perceived by their teachers as having problems
was surprisingly high. The Social/Emotional, Health, and Speech items
received the greatest number of checks, indicating perhaps that teachers
readily perceive problems in these areas. Some of the children checked
in the Social/Emotionsl area had performed very well on testing and were
regarded by Project staff as potentially gifted. These children may have
been bored by the slow pace at which the curriculum was being taught in
the classrooms. The high incidence of other problems is consistent with
the Project’s finding that a large number of these children appeared to
have problems severe enough to interfere with their learning.

The OCR provided the Project staff with valuable information about the
children as they were observed by their teachers. Facilities were not
available, however, to collect validation data. In its present state of
development, the OCR can supply information about classroom behavior and
assist with referrals, It can be used cautiously as an initial screening
ingtrument. OCR results, however, should not be interpreted for diagnostic
or prescriptive purposes. Further study is necessary in order to validate

the OCR and to determine the number of over- and under-referrals which occur.
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Instructional Activities for Children

One objective of the ADP was to develop instructional materials for
the target children. These Supplementary Activities were designed to
assist those children who could not meet the objectives of the BECP,
Level II. 1In this section, an overview of the BECP is followed by an
overview and description of the Supplementary Activities developed by the
ADP,

The BECP. The BECP is a basic instructional program designed
for preschool Mexican-American children who are disadvantaged. Level II
of the BECP is part of a two~ or three-year sequential curriculum designed
for four-year-olds who may or may not have been exposed to the Level I
program for three~year-olds. The Level III program was designed only for
five-year-olds who have completed the Level II program. The final version
of the BECP, Level II curriculum, the version used in the ADP, was pub-
lished in 1974 by the National Educational Laboratory Publishers.

The BECP was the basic educational program for all Project children,
including the target children. Research-based and validated over a five-
year period using the development process described in Appendix B, the
general goals of the RECP are:

1. To develop the child’s sensory~perceptual skills

2. To develop the child's language skills in both English and

Spanish

3. To develop the child's thinking and reasoning abilities

4, To help the child develop a positive self-concept
The BECP program includes six instructional elements--Visual, Auditory,
Motor, Ideas and Concepts, Syntax of English, and Building Vocabulary--

organized into 20 instructional units. While the last two kinds of
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lessons are introduced in the Level II curriculum, the Visual, Auditory,
Motor, and Ideas and Concepts elements appear at all levels of the BECP

and remain the major focus of the program. The ADP developed Supplementary
Activities for the four major focus elements.

The design of the BECP instructional program was based upon available
theoretical and developmental knowledge of how young children learn. The
sequences of activities were tested and revised on the basis of actual
classroom use and feedback information from teachers and observers, as
well as from evaluation of the children's performance. The six types of
lessons covering different content or skill areas are organized into 20
instructional units built around a single theme, like Community Helpers,
Food, and Musical Instruments. Whenever possible, the lessons in each
unit complement and reinforce each other by relating ts the unit topic or
to a particular gkill.

Instructional Units., Each of the 20 instructional units contains
20~35 planned lessons and activities, utilizing pruzzles, transparencies,
filmstrirs, audio tapes, games, line drawings, posters, and photographs.
Each unit inc¢ludes curriculum~based unit and mastery tests which enable
teachers to monitor the child's progress. Teacher's guidebooks are
printed in both English and Spanish so that lessons can be taught in
either language.

The units were carefully designed so that content relates meaningfully
to the child's previous experience and builds upon his prior knowledge
before introducing new concepts. The unit aPproach faﬁiliﬁfizes him with
these concepts in several types of lessons and allows him to apply them in
various contexts, thus ensuring that he thoroughly masters basic concepts

and skills and that he can transfer or generalize his learning as needed.
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Because of the systematic buildup and integration of skills, it is
essential that instructional units be presented in order. Within each
instructional element the lessons begin with the lowest order of skill
and proceed systematically to increasingly higher levels. New lessons
build sequentially upon earlier lessons and encourage progress toward
still higher behavioral objectives. Such lessons do not necessarily
occur séquentially within one ynit or one curriculum element. For example,
the concept of color is introduced in the Visual element in early units
through simple matching exercises. In later units color labels are taught
in a strand of auditory lessons. The concept of color is also reiﬁforced
in other instructional elements, such as Ideas and Concepts, where the
child is expected to describe or classify objects according to color.

Instructional Elements. The six instructional elements in the

BECP, Level II curriculum are Visual, Auditoiy, Motor, Ideas and Concepts,
Syntax of English, and Building Vocabulary. All the lessons in these
elements teach skills important for general intellectual development and
for later school success. The Visual lessons teach the child to develop
his powers of observation and make visual discriminations. Because the
development of certain visual skills has been found to relate directly to
successful academic learning, the Visual element of the BECP curriculum
is concerned with these skills, They are: 1) visual constancy for
properties of materials, 2) classification of visual stimuli, 3) figure-
ground relationships, 4) spatial relationships, 5) visual memory, and

6) part-whole relationships. These six skills are closelv related;
therefore, the lesson objectives in the Visual element deal with each

skiil area on an individual basis as weil as integrating them.
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Because auditory skills play an 7 :tegral part in the development of
all oral languai¢ skills and in the child's acquisition of reading and
writing skills, auditory training is critical in a preschool program. The
lessons in the Auditory element have been divided into six skill areas:

1) identification, 2) discrimination, 3) imitation, 4) listening compre-
hension, 5) memory, and 6) word and sound analysis. Although the objective
of each lesson 1s directly related to a specific auditory skill, no skill
is learned in isolation. Integration of skills is facilitated by lesson
procedures, Also, visual and motor stimuli are used to reinforce the
learning of auditory skills,

The Motor element 1is divided into eight skill areas: 1) body concept,
2) gross motor skills, 3) laterality, 4) directionality, 5) fine motor
skills, 6) ocular-motor coordlnation, 7) tactile discrimination, and
8) memory. Although the children's gross motor skills are usually well
developed by the age of four years when they enter the BECP, Level II, they
often need practice in the fine motor skills required for school learning.
Also, they need practice in using language to describe movement. The
HMotor element provides this practice,

The Ideas and Concepts element is organized into seven areas of
training: 1) recognition, 2) labeling, 3) association, 4) comparing,

5) categorizing, 6) describing, and 7) synthesls and application.
Generally, the activities in the Ideas and Concepts element deal directly
with the unit topic: Clothing, Animais, Transportation, ete. The
activities introduce certsin concepts, expand ideas related Lo a concept
and introduce skills related to a concept or its application. Many of

the activities develop the child's imagination or creativity., The child's

reasoning skills are developed by mcdeling, thinking through problems,
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and testing solutions. The lessons are also directed at improving the

child's concept of self,

The Syntax of English and rhe Vocabulary elements concentrate on
teaching Spanish~speakling children to understand and speak English.

Language developﬁent is crucial for children who know little or no English
when they start school. To be effective, therefore, the BECP must teach

these children English., Uhile English is taught informally throughout the
ttree levels of the program, the formal teaching of English begins at

Level II, The Syntax element follows a linguistic approach to learning basic
language patterns, rather than focusing on particular words or phrases. These
lessons strongly emphasize that the child speak for himself; they teach

him to internalize znd generalize bagic structures so that he will more
quickly learn to express himself in English.

The Building Vocabulary element teaches English language content=--
vocabulary words, This is done through songs, games, and other informal
group activities, rather than tbhrough formal lessons. This element teaches
words neaded for lessons in the other instructional elements, as well as
key words and phrases that children frequently use in social interaction
or in school situations.

Sequential Organization. In all its aspects the BECP program

moves sequentially from what the child knows to what he does not know.
Language and concept development are systematically incorporated throughout
each instructional element. Concents appear first in Spanish, then in
English: content bagins with concrete objects, moves to pictures and
two~dimenszional representations, and concludes with the use of words only.
Withln each skill level the child builds gradually, in small steps, adding
new ski{}s or learning new applications for skills acquired in other con-

texts., Because of the way the instructional units are constructed, new
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knowledge and skills in cne element can be reinforced in the other elements.
All these features provide an integrated pfogr&m which ensures that the
child's learning is firmly grounded, meaningful to him, and useful for
thinking, problem solving, and language development.

Supplementary Activities of the ADP

Rationale, The Supplementary Activities were designed to
be used with Level II of the BECP. While the lessons in the BECP are
carefully sequenced teo enable children to learn and progress, differences
in children's ability to learn and the inclusion of a percentage of handi-
capped children in the preschool classroom create a necd for activities
and materials t2 augment the regular curriculum. For a child to meet the
objectives of the lessons in the regular BECP, Level II curriculum, he must
acquire and utilize a complex array of skills. Some children, because of
disabilities which affect their ability te learn or because of experiential
deficits, require extra assistance to learn; the Supplementary Activities
are designed for them,

Purpose. Designed and design tested within a limited
situation, under the direct supetrvision and/or administration of Project
staff, the Supplementary Activities were developed to augment the teaching
of certain basic concepts by:

1. Breaking down BECP, Level II lessons into smaller units,

2. Providing training for the child in areas essential te
mastering the lessons in the regular curriculum,

3. Providing the teacher with alternative materials and
procedures which can be used to assist children with
various types of handicapping conditions which affect

their learning.
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Selection of BECP lessons to be supplemented yas based on reports from
teachers using the curriculum and from the children's performance. Lessons
with which the children encountered the most difficulty were selected to
be supplemented. Activities were provided for lessons which present
difficult concebfs, ﬁhich present concepts for the first time, and/or for
which small-step prerequisite lessons are not provided in the basic
program,

Guidelines for designing additional activities are also included in
the Introduction to the Supplementary Activities. These guidelines are
provided for situations in which the child has difficulty with a lesson
that has no supplement or needs additional assistance beyond that provided
in a supplementary activity.

Design Test & Review, The writing and design-testing the

Supplementary Activities were carried out in six stages: design, role
playing, testing with children, revision, editing, and conversion into
Spanish, (See Appendix D for a fuller description of the basic develop-
mental process,) Throughout the process, the activities were subject to
constant review and critique by SEDL staff. In the design stage guidelines
were developed for the initial writing of the activities. These took into
consideration the following:

1. The activity should teach the child the steps leading to the
point at which the regular lesson begins.

2. The activity should provide the child practice in the basic
skills necessarv for success in meeting the objective of the
regular lesson.

3. The activity should be designed to be administered in either
English or Spanish,
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4. The procedures and media should, as much as possible, take

into consideration the topic of the unit being studied.

After a Supplementary Activity was written following the guidelines,
it was role~played by the staff. A s=taff member who had not been involved
in the writing took the part of the teacher, another the part of the child.
The activity was then reviewed by an internal consultant fur clarity,
accuracy, and relevance to the goal of the regular lesson. Afterwards,
the activity was tested, using one child or a small group of children,
depending on the design of the activity., Both the responses of the children
and the reaction of the teacher were noted. Following a review by an editor
for clarity of writing and consistency of stvle and form, a conference was
held with the writer, the editor, and the internal consultant. A revised
text, incorporating all feedback to this peint, was then converted into
Spanish, and changes were made. Media designed to accompany the activities
were suggested by the writer, then developed and revised following the same
design test process,

Although each of the design test and review steps has been described
as discrete and sequential, in practice each was interwoven, so that all
aspects of the process were considered at all times. For example, the
appropriateness of the lesson when used in English and in Spanish was
considered at each stage.

Description. The Supplementary Activities are coordinated
with the BECP and comprise four volumes, covering units one through 20.
Each volume contains five units in Spanish and five units in English, an
overview sheet for each unit, a checklist for each unit designed to help
teachers select appropriate activities, and a packet containing the media
for the five units. Detalled instructions for the use of the Activities,
4i
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a description of some of the problems children may have, and suggestions
for grouping children to present an activity are found in tke "Introduction
Lo the Supplementary Activities" in the first volume.

At the beginning of each unit an overview sheet summarizes the lessons
in the regular curriculum, ldentifying the lessons for which supplementary
activities are provided, and briefly describing the Supplementary Activities
for that unit. The activities in each unit are arranged in the order in “
which the regular BECP lessons appear. Materials provided by SEDL for the
supplementary activities are listed on the overview as well. Other materials
required are listed in the lesson, along with the procedural instructions
for the activity. An example of an overview sheet follows in Figure 1.

The checklist at the beginning of each unit provides a space for the
teacher to indicate when & child fails to meet the objective of a lesson
in the regular curriculum. The first column of the checklist is for the
child's name; the succeeding columns list the four training areas and pro-
vide a block for the four regular lessons in each area. A shaded column
means that 2 supplementary activity is included for that lesson. By checking
the appropriate box on the checklist, the teacher can determine the supple-
mentary activity for that lesson. Figure 2 is an example of a Supplementary
Activity.

Each Supplementary Activity is identified by the BECP, Level II Unit
to which it relates, and by the lesson title and code from the regular
curriculum (for example, Visual (a), or Ideas and Concepts (d)). The pur-
pose of each lesson is stated in terms of the task which it is designed to
teach, rather than the category of the child's disability. For example, a
purpose will be stated as "FOR THE CHILD WHO HAS DIFFICULTY DRAWING A
SQUARE," rather than "FOR THE CHILD WHO HAS VISUAL-MOTOR DEFICITS."
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

BILIHGUAL

suAL

#(y) Constency: Matching Colots (Sp)
Give the child & ceo¥ of ¥ clessroom
objeets of 3 colotes (otange, Tteen
and purple) fShow him » eoloc cetd
(otange, Scesn, Purple)/Tell hia to
selece sa objece of che esmae colok
se the cetd.

The e¢hild will select fron the

cea¥ an objece of the saze Colot

&8 the cetd shovn t2 hime

#{b) Conetesc¥: Matching Colote {(5p)
Give the ¢child & plctute of »
clesetoom objeqt snd 3 cteyons {ced.
yellow and blue)/Shew him @ colot
cotd (red, yellow ot blue)/Tell

him to match hle plecure with che
cteyon of the sem= solor as the
catd.

The child vill mark his plctute
ulth the same tolot e thet of the
cacd shown to him.

Matetisls: 9 eolored shests/epleic
mastet of classtoom objects

{c) Conetency: Colot Lotro (Sp}
Cive the child 6 matkere 18 6 eolocs
and & coloe lotto cerd in & colore/
Show him e colot cetd of gne of the
6 colote/Tell him to plece hie
matkets on hie lotto catd spaces of
the sase colot.

When shown o colot ceatd of sech of
the eolots, the chlld will eoc—
teccly mxtch ot lesst 2 of the &
colors o0 his cerd.

Hateciels: ¥ coloted eheets/$
eoloted cerde (otange, purple.
green, ted, Yellow, blue)/S sheste
{2 coples of 1 sheet, 3 coPles of
1, shest) of eolot lotts cecds

LARLT CHILDHOOD

AUDITORT

{#) Xdencificution: Hames of Cleas~
sates und Self tSpj

Tell cthe child co ey che nooes of
2 clesemates.

The child uill esy the ngnes of et
least 2 childten in the Etoup.

®{p) Identificetion: Welking to
Husle, On-0if (Sp)
Tell the e¢hild to velk uhen he htets
music end te etop uelking whew the
susic stops/Pley end stop tha music
sevatel Cimes.
The child will valk Jhen the music
is on end etop when the myeic {e
off, at lesst 2 cimes wech.
Mateciele: Recotds "Identifice-
:1?:: Velkin® to Husic, Caninends
” 1]

(e) Identificetion: ClaDPink to
Husie, On-0ff (Sp
Tell the child to clep vhen he heace
wusic snd t2 stop clapping vhem the
susic stops/PlsY and stoP the music
sevetel cimaw.
The child vlll clep vhen che ausle
1# on snd $top vhen the ousic is
off, ot lesst 2 cimes sech.
Mateciels: Recotds “Idenciflca-
cion: Clepping to Hueic, Vamoe e

Apleudit”

(d) Idenclficecion: Clesstoon
Sounds (Sp

Place ) sound-producing objects
behind & scceen, and plece duplie
cates in ftonk of the child/Tell
him to lieten as you make o sound
and to poinc to the objece like the
one used to make the sound/Heke o
soimd behind che scteen.

The child will poine to cthe cbjece
llke the one used to make the sound.
eound.

PROGCGRAMN-LEVEL II

FR1LlT
HOTOR

(s)_Gtoss Mocror: Fun with Play-
ground Equipment (8p
*(b) Fine Hotor: Mapipuleti
Cley {Sp.

#(c) Gtoss Hotot: Welkirg Boerd
Acciuity (5p

Demonsttete how to uelk on =
velking boatd/Tell the child to
valk on che uelking boecd.

The child will walk on the
walking boeed.

_-_—-_-_—__—__—'_—_-_-——————————————-—_——-———— “——

1l=-8CHno0L

IDEAS & CONCERTS

(e)_Assccietion: Clazsstoom
Oblecte end Atesp {sp)
Give the child » btown beg
conteining 5 clesetoow ohjcete/
Heve him eelect 2 of the
objecte without Icoking into
the beg/Tell him to paloc to
the Plece in the room vhete
exch kind of oblect belonge.
‘The ehild will poine co the
plece where eech of che 2
obJecce ie kepc.

#({b) Cecegorizing: Clesstoos

Oblects end Atess (Sp
Show the child 6§ objecce from

dlffetent scess of the clese-
toom/Tell him to eelect thoes
objeces helonging to che stee
you desctibe/Desceibe an sres
of the clessroom,

‘The ehild uill eelsce the 3
clasetoom tbjecte thet belong
1n the clestcoom ates
desctlbed.

() Recoxniction: Activicies
ond_Clesstoom Atees (Sp
Tell cthe child to liscen se
Tou desctlbe sn ecelvliey per-
formed in & epecific clesercom
stee/Desctibe the eccivity/
Tell the chlld to point to the
stes vhete the desccibed ec-
tiulcy takes place.

1. Delencation: Demonstrecion of
Coloted lpch Cubes (Matehing inch
eubes to e peccern) (Day 4)

For the thiid vho le uneble to
match ineh cubee to o petiern.

2. Constancy: Matchivg Colote
{Viz. =, b)

Fot the child vho is unable co
satch colors.

SUPPLEMENTARY ACTIVITIES

3. Idenclficeclon: Welking to Husie,
On-GIf (Aud. b)

To help the child who hes d1£f1-
culey with sound sweceness.

Figure 1,

4. Fine Horot: Hanipuleting

Cley (Mee. b)

To help the chlid uho has dLEfi-
culey with fine mator cootdine~
ctlon.

5. Grose Motot! Walking Bostd
Astiviey {Mcc. ¢ -
Fot the child who hee difficulry
with walking bosrd sctlvities.

Example of an Overview Sheet

6. Catrmorizing: Clessroon

Obiecte und Aceces

1. &4 C,
To help the child who has
difficuity cactegocizing ¢lase-
toom objects and ereas.




SUPPLEMENTARY 1 - UNIT TWO
VISUAL TRAINING

TO HELP THE CHILD WHO HAS DIFFICULTY NAMING AND MOVING BODY PARTS

Activity Materials Procedure

Memory: For each child: 1. Give each child a picture

Ydentifying (y} Large picture of of either a boy or a girl

Body Parts boy or girl-- and 10 markers.

(Vis. a) one for each 2, Tell the ¢hildren that as
child you name a body part, they
ffrom BECP, II- are to find it on their
2-Vigual (d)] own picture and place a

2 children 10 markers marker on it. Point out
{construction that there are two eyes
paper, bottle and two ears.
caps, etc.) 3, Check each child's re-

gponse as You name each
body part.

4. When all the parts have
been named, tell each
child to remove his
markers, one at a time,
and name the body part
underneath that marker.

Figure 2. Example of a Supplementary Activity

Materials required for the lesson are specified in detail. Coding for
the materials corresponds to that used in the regular BECP. Any necessary
special instructions are included. For instance, seating arrangement may
be specified if it affects the presentation of the lesson. The procedure
for the teacher to follow is written in sequential steps. This facilitates
not only the teacher's presentation of the lesson, but her ability to
identify the step at which a child may have difficulty grasping the concept
or skill. 4 7
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All the Supplementary Activities designed by the Ability Development
Project were written to be meaningful to the classroom teachér. Their
central hypothesis, which is communicated to the teacher in each activity,
is that the classroom teacher can effectively work with handicapped
children, given the proper materials and information in meaningful terms.

Materials and Activities for Teachers

The materials and activities designed by the ADP for the use of teachers
provide the teachers with meaningful information for working with handicapped
children in the preschool classroom. The Observational Checklists for

Referral (OCR), How To Fill Your Toy Shelves Without Emptying Your Pocketbook,

and Working with Parents of Handicapped Children, are characterized by a

non-categorical approach to handicapping conditions in young children, a
non~technical vocabulary aimed at teachers with a wide range of expertise,
and a concrete, practical approach to the subject.

Observational Checklists for Referral. The Observational Check-

1ists for Referral (OCR) was designed by Project staff to assist the
classroom teacher in identifying problems in children through observation
of the children. The initial design test of the checklists was with non-
Project teachers at Allen Center. The results of the design test suyggested
that some training was needed to help the teachers know what signs of
problems in young children to look for and to help the teachers develop
observation techniques. The teachers who participated in the first design
test were also very interested in improving their management techniques

in classrooms having children with problems. 1In order to meat the
teachers' needs for instruction and to satisfy their interests, a manual

was prepared to accompany the OCR.
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The OCR Manual includes instructions for completing the checklists,

a general discussion of each checklist and the problem area, and a list of
sources tor referral, information, and services. A (General Checklist is
provided for the teacher to complete on every child in the class. Children
identified con the General Checklist are also administered the Specific
Checklist(s) that corresponds to the problem area identified by the general
item(s) that was checked. Specific Checklists are provided for problems

in health, vision, hearing, speech, motor skills, and social/emotional
development. The checklist items are written in non-technical, concrete
terms and describe behaviors that may signify problems.

.following the instructions 1s a general discussion of each specific
checklist and the problem area it is designed to identify. Each section
begins with a discussion of problems in each of the specific areas and
explains how these problems can affect the child’s ability to learn. A
description of the common behavioral signs of such problems follows. Tech-
niques of observation are built intec each discussion of the signs the
teacher is to look for. Thus, observational skills are presented in
practical terms. The next consideration is where and to whom the child
should be referred if he shows signs of problems. This section tskes into
account the fact that some services may be more readily available than
others and discusses various strategies for making referrals snd locating
services. Finally, some practical techniques for dealing with a2 child
with a particular problem in the classroom are presented. These suggestions
follow up on the earlier section of how these problems affect learning.

The final section of the OCR Manual lists various organizations which
provide information and services. The list includes general scurces, such

as State departments of education and alsc organizations which deal with
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speclilc problems such as the National Cystlc Fibrosis Foundation. The
complete addresses of the varilous organizations and a grief description of
thelr focus and purpose are also included.

The manual and checklists were subjected to several cycles of design
test and revision. They were reviéwed by an external consultant, an expert
in early childhood education for the handicapped and in teacher tralning
for this field, and by a group of Day Care teachers attending a child
development course at Austin Community College.: They were then design~
tested at Canterbury Center. The teachers read the manual, completed the
checklists on the children, and provided feedback for revision. Following
the revislons, a similar design test was conducted at Allen and Riverside
Centers.

Responses from the consultant, the teacher-reviewers, and the Project
teachers were largely favorable. The teachers cited the clarity and
simplicity of the manual as positive features. Project teachers were
stimulated to ask many questions of Project staff about problems in their
own students.

Revisions based on consultant review applied mainly to the checklists
themselves and are discussed in the section on "Identification Instruments."
There were suggestions for simplification of wording in the manual and for
emphasizing identification rather than diagnosis. The teacher-reviewers
suggested that the discussions more closely parallel the checklists and
that more information on classroom management be included. Experiences of
the Project teachers revealed the need to address teacher expectations and

to point out that a "problem" is present only when the child's behavior is

clearly different from that of other children his own age. Extensive

revisions were made encompassing all suggestions and design test rosults.
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The consultant found the organization and content of the manual adequate
and felt that the instrument as z whole had widespread applicability. Sug-
gestions for revision were made by the consultant and the teacher-reviewers,
though the Project teachers were more uncritically positive.

How To Fill Your Toy Shelves Without Emptying Your Pocketbook.

The manual, How to Fill Your Toy Shelves Without Emptying Your Pocketbook:

70 Inexpensive Things To Do or Make, was developed in response to the need

for an inexpensive way to increase the number of instructional materials
available to Project teachers. The parents also needed ways of making toys
at home, since economic limitations often prevented them from buying toys.
From a pool of ideas accumulated by the SEDL staff, items were selected
which were relatively easy to construct, could be made from readily avail-
able materials, and could be used to teach relevant skills and concepts.

After a large number of items to be constructed were compiled and
accompanying instructions and drawings for each prepared, an in-house review
was conducted. TFormative evaluation forms for each activity were developed.
After necessary revisions were made, a workshop was conducted to design-
test the instructions. All Project teachers were invited to the worlkshop:
each was asked to bring a parent volunteer. The one-day workshop was
attended by five members of Project and SEDL staff and 13 Child, Inc., staff
members and/or pavent volunteers.

The room for the workshop was get up so that all the painting could be
done in one area and all the woodworking in another. The materials needed
to construct the equipment were separated from the work areas. Several
tables ware placed in the center of the roum to form a large work area.

Each participant was assigned four pieces of instructional equipmen’”. to make
and was provided with l) a drawing of the item, 2) a list of the requisite
materials, and 3) detailed instrudtiqns for its construction.
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Following construction of each item, a staff member discussed the
item's construction with the teacher or parent and completed the formative
evaluation sheet. Any difficulties encountered in understanding or fol-
lowing the directions, or in understanding the illustrations were noted.
Each participant was asked to respond to a questionnaire concerning the
construction of the item, its usefulness in the classroom, and the
likelihood that it could be made and used by parents at home.

Participants reactigns to the workshop as a whole were alse obtained.
Everyone who responded to the questionnaire approved of both the equipment
that was constructed and the idea of making it in a workshop setting.
Examples of the participants' comments follow:

"I can see how these (sound boxes) would help my daughter. She
has a hearing problem"

“1 will definitely make this at home."

"f can see that the teacher can make different uses of the same
materials."”

Both parents and teachers were stimulated to think of activities other than
the ones suggested for the materials. They also thought of other things
that could be made with the same materials. The instructions and drawings
were revised on the basis of the data received from the workshop participants
and the observations made by the Project staff.

Description. The manual is divided into two main parts.
First there are general instructions and guidelines for setting up a work-
shop, collecting materials and using the items with children. Second are
detailed directions for making and using each item. The items are grouped
under seven headings: Helpful Items, Visual, Auditory, Touch and Smell,

Fine Motor, Gross Motor, and Language and Concept Development. Item
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grouping was based on the major instructional purpose of the item, The
introduction emphasizes that some items can be used to teach a variety of
skills. This 1s also re—emphasizgd by the inclusion of multi~purpose
statements accompanying the suggested activities for each item.

Most items are accompanied by drawings which illustrate the equipment
to be constructed with many drawings illustrating the sequence of construc-
tion as well. TFollowing the drawing is a 1ist of the required waterials
and step~by-step directions for making the ftem. The directions are
detailed and are designed to be easy to follow. No particular skills are
required for constructing the items, although experience in woodworking or
in arts and crafts would be useful for a few items. Following the direc-
tions are statements which enumerate eachk of the purposes for which the
item car be used to teach children. For example, one 1tem may be used
three ways: to devalop fine motor coordination, visual-motor dexterity,
and social skills,

Following the directions for making the item is a list of suggested
activities describing ways to use the equipment to teach basic skills or
to reinforce skills children have already acquired. For some items,
suggestions are made on how to vary the activity for more interest, and
questions are provided to help the teacher encourage ianguage development.
Finally, there 1s an estimate of the time required to construct the item.

Working with Parents of Handicapped Children. The manual

Working with Parents of Handicapped Children, is designed to 1) increase

a teacher's awareness of the feelings of the parents of children who have
a disability, and 2) increase her effectiveness in working with these
parents. The manual, written in a clear and straightforward style,
émphasizes the need for a working partnership between the parents and the
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teacher to provide the greatest opportunity for the child to learn and
progress to his maximum ability. It focuses on ways to communicate with
parents about such difficult subjects as testing, referrals for services,
and the parents' reactions to their child's learning difficulty.

In addition to discussions concerning the parents' reactions to and
feelings about a child with a disability, the manual offers suggestions for
preparing for a meeting with the parents, helping the parent effectively
observe in the classroom, and providing home activities which will benefit
gith the parent and the child. The manual considers possible ways to handle
difficult situations which may arise when a parent and teacher are trying
to work together, emphasizing the importance of remembering that the goal
of establishing such a partnership is to provide the best possible learning
experiences for the child. The manual a" so contains brief suggestions for
dealing with children with dif ferent kinds of disabilities.

Early versions of the manual were reviewed by the Project and SEDL
staff from other divisions, and formative data were obtained. On the basis
of this information, the manual was revised and submitted to four external
consultants, all professionals in the field of parent counseling, teaching,
and teacher training, with emphasis on the preschool years. One of the
consultants was also a parent of a nandicapped child. The questionnaire
submitted to the consultants requested that they respond to detailed
questions concerning the content of the manual, the &ffective tone of the
manual (to determine if there was any stereotyping), and the style and
format.

The response from the consultants was overwhelmingly positive, All
saw the manual as a cont*ibution to a field where little practical informa-
tion was available to teachers. The criticisms of the manual, which each

Y
47




L e

consultant stated were minimal, seemed t¢ reflect the professional
background of the consultant. For example, those consultants involved in
teaching felt the role of the parent might be overemphasized, while the
consultant who is a parent mentioned this as onre of the strengths of the
msnual. In the obrinion of the consultants, the manuzl is appropriate not
only for the preschool teachers for whom it was designed, but also for any
teacher who has handicapped children in her classroom.

The aspects of the manual which received the most positive notice were
the concreteness of the approach, the emphasis on the need for a partnership
between the parent and teacher, the stress placed on using the child's
behavior instead of labels as the basis for communication between the
teacher and the parents, and the information provided for the teacher con-
cerning the ways parents may feel about having a child who has a disability.
Below are several quotations from the consultant's reviews:

"The manual reads well and is direct and parsimonious in word
choice."

"1 feel that it will be a valuable guide for the audience for
which it is wricten.”

"The manual dispels anxieties which may have prevented teachers
from working with parents of handicapped children."

"The most positive aspects of the handbook are the emphasis on
'liscening,' the ahsence of a categorization and labeling of
children, the timely suggestions on understanding and empathizing
with parents, and the varied ways by which teachers can help the
parent set realistic goals for his child."”

"Parents are depicted positively and as supportive personnel to
the teacher...however, additional examples would strengthen some
of the sections.”

"The manual seemed to be deveid of racial and cultural stereotvpe.
However, there threatened to be a 'parent hias' that seemed to .
permeate the manual at times."

"The parents are characterized as diverse human beings who generally
want the best for their child.”
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"Handicapped children are presented first as children and secondly
as handicapped. This was an excellent characterization.”

"Phis is perhaps the 'strongest suit' of the manual. Children are

neither categorized nor labeled as retarded, trainable, brain

injured, etc. ..."

The goal of the Ability Development Project was to develop appropriate
materials for teachers to aid them in working with handicapped children.
The fact that there were handicapped children in these classrooms made the
need for additional training and materials all the more critical. The
manuals and materials developed by Project staff represent an effort to

meet gsome of these needs.

Activities With Parents

Although parents are a child's first teachers and the most significant
persons in a child's world, schools frequently do not attempt to establish
positive lines of communication between the parents and the school. The
Ability Development Project staff were aware of the importance of this
communication channel, not only as a means to increase the responsiveness
of the school to the community but also as a means of gaining valuable
information about the individual child that can assist the teacher in
planning an educational program most relevant to the child's needs. The
Project explored two strategies for working with parents: 1) an individual
approach focused on the eXchange of information between parent and teacher,
and 2) a group approach focused on increasing the involvement of all parents
in thHe school environment.

Individual Activities: Parent Interview. One goal of the

Project was to develop a method of interviewing parents that 1) could be
administered by a teacher without formal training in interviewing techniques;

2) could be conducted in a short period of time; 3) focused on the positive
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attributes of the child; 4) provided information about demographic
characteristics, at~home competencies, interpersonal relationships, play
activities, and potential problems of the child as perceived by the parent;
and 5) established positive patterns of communication between the family
and the school.

A review of the literature indicated that no instruments were
currently available that met these specified needs. Therefore, a major
effort was expended to develop a suitable instrument. A total of five
versions of a Farent Interview were developed and revised on the basis of
feedback from internal review, consultant review, and data from S0 parents
of children enrolled in Preject classes at Canterbury, Allen, and Riverside
Centers. A complete discussion of these procedures and ocutcomes is found
in Appendix L, along with a sample of the Parent Interview itself.

Responses from consultants were generally positive, Suggestions for
revision focused on the interview procedures rather than the content.
Design-testing and revisions focused on trials of procedures and format.
Item content ;as also considered. Though the number of parents interviewed
with each version was small, it appeared that the parents responded posi-
tively to the interview situation regardless of the procedures used. They
found the items positive in tone and appeared to answer questions freely.
Teachers also found the use of the interview informative, though one
thought it was too long.

Results of the interviews indicated that all parents saw their children
as responsible, helpful children who cooperated well within the framework
of the family. There were few differences between parents of target and
non-target children. Target children appeared to have more trouble

relating to siblings and peers than did non-target children. The {amilies
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of target children were more likely to be perceived by their parents as

having negative personality characteristics and were occasionally expected

to have trouble in school. These findings support the conclusions of

Mercer {1973) and others, who suggest that some disabilities are not

apparent until the child enters the more demanding atmosphere of school.
One purpose of the Parent Interview was to identify problems as

perceived by the child's parents. The various interview forms employed

in the Project, however, did not consistently differentiate between target

and non-target children. More extensive work is gtill needed to develop

a product which meets the criteria stated earlier in this section,

Group Activities: WorkshoPs. Parent workshops are one means of

developing a sense of community between parents and teachers. A program

of parental and community participation should reduce the discontinuity
between home and school by effecting significant changes in parent attitudes
and behavior and in the attitudes and behavior of school personnel. Work-
shups provide a medium for ?roductive interactions between parents, teachers,
and other resource people. These interactions can lead to increased parent
involvement in and understanding of the educational program. The Ability
Development Project conducted several kinds of parent workshops with the
specific purpose of attracting the parents of target children to become
involved in the education of their children. No attempt was made to single
these parents out, but their attendance at meetings and workshops was
encouraged and observed,

A Parent Workshop Survey {Appendix M) was presented at a regular

meeting of the Canterbury Center parents. This was the initial formal
contact between parents and Project staff, and the goals and conduct of

the Bilinguzl Early Childhood Program were presented and explained, The

98

51




interests and concerns of the parents were solicited for the planning of
workshops. In their responses to the survey, the parents expressed
interest in 1) building an Adventure Playground at Canterbury, 2) cultural
enrichment programs, and 3) methods and techniques to promote parent-
chlld interaction. Project staff planned several activities to respond

to these interests.

The Adventure Playground was built in April. With assistance from
Project staff, the ﬁarents collected discarded and donated materials and
constructed nine new pieces of playground equipment and 10 painted tire
flowerpots. They also arranged publicity for the building of the playground.
At another meeting, parents and Project staff attended a meeting of the
Mexican-American Chamber of Commerce. Two subsequent meetings became a
cultural workshop in which Spanish songs, poems, stories, and finger plays
were presented and discussed. In addition to assisting with these work-
shops, Project staff also made several contacts for the parents to follow
up in planning other workshops.

During the time that the parent workshops were conducted, attendance
at Canterbury Center Parent Meetings increased steadily. Attendance of
parents of children in the BECP curriculum increased more markedly.
Parents of target children also increased thelr attendance, but the work-
shops did not succeed in attracting the majority of parents of target
children., Table 1 summarizes the attendance data.

Though most of the parent activities were conducted at Canterbury
Center where the experimental classes were located, one workshop was con-
ducted for parents from all Project classrooms. This was the Materials
Workshop previously described. This workshop was planned in response to

the need for additional learning materials in the Model Cities Day Care

89
52




Centers. Parents from each center were included to give them information
on making inexpensive toys for their children at home. Response to this
workshop was very positive with several of the parents planning to make
.similar materials at home. This workshop is described in detail in the

jection on "Materials and Activities for Teachers.”

TABLE 1

CANTERBURY CENTER PARENT MEETING ATTENDANCE

Meeting Date Total Project Parents Target Parents
October 4 16 1 1
November 20 13 4 2
January 29 24 6 4
(initial contact)

March 5 20 7 2
(workshop)

March 26 16 5 3
(workshop) »

April 6 30 8 4
(playground)

Though the parent workshops did not focus specifically on the needs or
problems of the handicapped child, they did appear to provide an opportunity
for parents, teachers and staff to communicate about the school, the growth
and development of the children, and each of their roles in thie process.
The workshops also provided information, cultural enrichment, entertainment,
and an opportunity to create. These benefits were very general, however,
and effective work with the parents of handicapped children requires
individual attention to the strengths and weaknesses of each child and the
needs of his parents. The Parent Interview, still in a formative state,

would appear to meet part of this requirement.
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RESULTS (FINDINGS)

Sample

The original Project sample consisted of 99 four-year-ocld Mexican-
American children enrclled in five classrcoms at three Child, Inc., Day Care
Centers {Canterbury, Allen and Riverside) in Austin, Texas. Of the 99 chil-
dren, 29 out of 40 identified were selected as target children according to
their test results and the clinical judgment of Preoject staff. At the end of
the project 24 target children were still enrclled, and two of the 24 had been
untestable with standard tests. Of the 59 remaining children in the sample,
22 were selected as a comparison group (non-target). In selecting the com-
parison sample, an attempt was made to equate these children with the target
children with respect to the variables of language preference, age, and sex.

There were 24 males and 20 females in the final sample. In Group 1
(Target- Intervention), there were seven males and three females. In Group 2
(Target- No intervention), there were five males and sevea females, and in
Group 3 (non-target), there were 12 males and 10 females. Table 2 shows

distributior of children in sites and by grouping.

TABLE 2

DISTRIBUTION OF CHILDREN
BY TEACHER AND SCHOOL

Sbb
Q Canterbury Allen Riverside
Group 1 2 3 4 5
1 1 4 6
Interventioy
3 -
No 1 1 2 3 5
Interventio
3
Non-Target 6 4 5 5 2
Total 11 11 7 8 7
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Children in the Intervention Group (Group 1) were all at Canterbucy;
those in the No Intervention Group (Group 2) were mainly at Allen and
Riverside; the non-target children (Group 3) were located in all three
centers.

Findings

The BECP, Level II curriculum, developed by SEDL, was used in all five
classrooms. The classes at Allen and Canterbury, however, only completed
four of the 25 units, and the Riverside class completed only seven units.
The Project staff also developed Supplementary Activities for 20 units for use
by target children. Activities from the early units were design-tested
with children in Group 1 only between mid-January and mid-June.

The S/ELPS

The language preference of all children in the final sample, as

determined by the S/ELPS (pre- and posttests), is presented below in

Table 3.
TABLE 3
THE S/ELPS RESULTS ~
Target Non-Target
Moderate 1| Mo Inter-2
Jnterventio tion 3 Total
Language pre | post| pre | post | pre [post | pre | post
English 1 4 4 6 8 (8 13 18
Bilinguali 4 3 2 1 919 15 13
Spanish 4 3 1 1 311 8 5
Total 9 |10 7 8 20 |18 36 36

62

55




Illl"'Illl"'lIIl"'llll"'llIl"'1llll'-—IllI--lIIl--1ll-r-——-.--——yl-—“—IllIr'"

There were eight children who failed to veceive the pretest and eight
whe failed to receive the posttest. Of the total sample, only twe subjects
failed to receive either the pre~ or the posttest administration. Because
of this substantial amount of missing data, no statistical analyses were
performed. A trend in the change from pre~ to posttest.in language pref-

erence, however, may be noted and is presented in Table 4.

TABLE 4

CHANGES IN LANGUAGE PREFERENCE ON
THE 5/ELPS FROM PRE- TO POSTTEST

N Group 1 _ Group 2 Group 3 Total

| E 3 s |t B s}]& B s |E B s
Post

E [ 1 [ 2 3|1 6 | 1 10§ 4

B 2 1 1 6 1 1 8 2

s 3 1 1 1 4

As measured by the S/ELPS, the majority of children generally preferred
the same language on both the pretest and the posttest. There were ercep-
tions to this tendency, however. In Group 1 (Target- Intervention), two
were judged bilingual on the pretest but were judged to préfer English on
the posttest. In Group 2 (Target- No intervention), two were judged to be
bilingual on the pretest and, of these, one was judged to prefer Engiish
on the posttest while the other was judged to prefer Spanish on the posttest.
In Group 3, one child was judged to prefer English and one to prefer Spanish

on the pretest. They were both judged, however, to he bilingual on the
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posttest. In this same group, one subject was judged bilingual on the
pretest and was judged to prefer English on the posttest. Of the total
group, one child was judged to prefer English and two were judged to pre-
fer Spanish on the pretest. All three of these children, however, were
Jjudged to be bilingual on the posttest: Five of the total group were
judged to be bilingual on the pretest. Of these five, four were judged as
preferring English and one as preferring Spanish on the posttest. MNo
absolute conclusions can be drawn with regard to the direction of change.
The data, however, indicate that language preference changes occur
gradually and tend to change from Spanish to bilingual and from bilingual
to English. No child's preference changed from English directly to Spanish
or vice versa.

The Observational Checklists for Referral (OCR)

All children in the sample received the OCR. The problems perceived

by the teachers in each group are presented below in Table 5.

TABLE 5

RESULTS OF THE OCR

AREAS
Emotional/

Subject Group Health Visual Auditory Speech Social Motor Total
Target Inter- Gl 2 0 3 5 4 0 14

vention
Target Non=- G2 0 0 3 4 3 0 10

Intervention 5
Non-Target G3 2 0 0 1 2 0

Comparison

Total 4 0 6 10 9 0 29

Target Gl & G2 2 0 6 9 7 0 24
Non-Target G3 2 0 0 1 2 0 5
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The first three rows of the table contain the number of problems
chacked for each of the three groups. Group 1 children were checked a
total of 14 times. Group 2 children were checked a total of 10 times; and

2 analysis of the

Group 3 children were checked a total of five times. An x
three groups revealed significant differences (52=15.10, df=2,‘2<D.01).
When target and non—target groups were compared, an x2 analysis also
revealed significant differences (x2=12.45, df=1, p<0.01). Thus, both
analyses indicated significant differences in the numbers of problems (as
perceived by the teacher) between (a) target and non-target groups, and
(b) among the three groups. Children in Group 1 were checked more frequently
than were children in the éther two groups. Children in Group 2 were checked
more frequently than were children in Group 3. The target group children
were checked more frequently than were the non-target group children.
Children were checked as having preblems in the Speech area moest
frequently (N = 10). Children were checked as having problems in the
Social/Emotional area nine times, in the Auditory area six times, in the
Liealth area four times, and noAgH?Yh;:;‘;g§;PEEecked as having problems
in the Visual or Moter areas.
Of the target children in Group 1, five were checked as bhaving one
precblem, one as baving two problems, cne as having three problems, and one
as having four problems. In Group 2, two were checked as having one prob-
lem and four were checked as having two problems. Of the children in

Group 3, all five were checked as having only one problem.

The Criterion-Referenced Test

The Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) was developed for the first 15
units of the Bilingual Early Childhood Level 1I curriculum for the purposes

of this Project. The CRT is composed of 23 items which yield four subtest
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scores (Visual, Auditory, Motor, and ILdeas and Concepts) and a total score.
This instrument was administered on a pre—posttest basis, with the interval
between testing varying between five and six months. The language in which
the test items were administered was the child’'s preferred language
according to the $/ELPS results.

The differences between the pretest and posttest scores on each of the
subtests and on the total score were compared utilizing a t-test for cor-
related means. Tables 6, 7, 8, and 9 following, summarize the results by
the total sample and for each of the three subgroups separately.

Table 6 presents the results for the total sample. All of the t-values
were significant. This indicates that the children scored significantly
higher on the posttest than on the pretest on all the subtests as well as
on the total score. This may be attributed to the effects of the Level II
curriculum, to maturational factors, or to both.

Table 7 presents the resulés on Group 1 (Target- Intervention)

All the t-values were significant——for all four subtests and for the total
score. Thus, target children who received intervention treatment scored
significantly higher on the posttest than on the pretest on zll the sub-
tests as well as on the total test.

Table 8 presents the results for Group 2 (Target— No
intervention). All the t-values were non-significant except for that of
the total score. This indicates a difference in the amount of gain between
the two groups. This comparison will be presented later, utilizing the
Analysis of Covariance.

Table 9 presents the results of the t~test on the difference between
the pretest and the posttest scores for Group 3 (non-target). All the

t-values were significant except for that of the Motor area.
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TABLE ©

CRITERION-REFERENCED MEASURES

CORRELATED T-TEST BETWEEN PRETEST
AND POSTTEST ADMINISTRATIONS

TOTAL GROUP
N = 44
Pretest Posttest
Score X X, Sy t* p
Total 8.98 13,25 0.61 6.97 <(.,005
Total !
Visual 3.32 7.11 0.31 5.80 <0.005
Total
Auditory 0.61 1.18 0.14 3.97 <0.,005
Total
Motor 1.66 2,07 0.15 2.67 <0.003
Ideas &
COIelceP!'.S 1‘39 2‘89 002? 5046 <00005
ks Jf=43
67 &
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TABLE 7
CRITERION~REFERENCED MEASURES

CORRELATED T-TEST BETWEEN PRETEST
AND POSTTEST ADMINISTRATIONS

Gy (TARGET- INTERVENTION GROUP)

N = 10
Pretest Posttest
Score fi fz Sy t * p
Total 6.30 12,30 1.23 4.88 <0,005
o 3.90 6.40 0.82 3.05 <0.01
iﬁfgtﬂy 0.60 1.30 0.34 2,09 <0.05
Lotal 1.20 2,40 0.33 3.68 <0.005
(I:::lﬁ::p:s 0.60 2.20 0.50 3,21 <6.01
*: df=9
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TABLE 8
CRITERION-REFERENCED MEASURES

CORREI ATED T-TEST RETWEEN PRETEST
AND POSTTEST ADMINISTRATIONS

G, (TARGET- NO INTERVENTION)

N=12
Pretest Posttest
Score 'ii iz S, t* p
Total 7.67 10.33 1.47 1.81 <0.05
Total )
Total -
Auditory 0,33 0.67 0.19 1.77 N.S.
Total ‘
Motor 1.50 1958 0029 00 29 an.
Ideas &
Concepts 1.08 2.08 0.64 1.56 N.S.
df=11
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TABLE 9
CRITERION-REFERENCED MEASURES

CORRELATED T~TEST BETWEEN PRETEST
AND POSTTEST ADMINISTRATIONS

G3 (NON-TARGET GROUP)

N = 22
Pretest Posttest
Score '}-('1 '}'(-2 Sy, t * p
Total 10,91 15.27 0.70 6.23 <0.,005
vieas 6.27 805 [ 0.29 6.19 <0.005
roditory 0.77 1.4 0.22 2,85 <0.005
ﬁg::i 1.96 2,18 0.19 1,23 N.S.
Conmants 1.91 3.64 0.37 4.70 <0.005
i dfm2l
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B 1

Generally, zll1 the groups scored higher on the posttest than on the
pretest though the differences on subtest scores were not significant for
Group 2 (Target- No intervention), or for the Motor subtest for Group 3
(non-target). This may be related to the nature of the assistance provided
to Group 1 by the Supplementary Materials, developed by the Ability
Development Project.

The results from the t-test analyses do represent gains on the CRT for
each group. In order to determine whether any subgroup gained from pretest to
posttest to a significantly greater extent than did othér groups, an analysis
of covariance was performed upon the data. The following findings represent
the comparison of the posttest results for different combinations of pairs
of two groups, using the pretest scores as the covariate. The results are
presented in Tééles 10, 11, and 12. 1In all of these tables, the first two
columns contain the pretest mean (il) and standard deviation (Sl)- The second
two columns conté&n the posttest mean (iz) and standard deviation (S,). The
fifth columﬂ contains the adjusted mean (?) by assuming a common slope.,

Column six contains the F-ratio and the probability value. TFor each subtest
or for the total score, there are two rows. The first row represents the
first group and the second row represents the second group for that particular
comparison.

Table 10 contains the results of the analysis of covariance for the
non-target children (N = 22) and for all target children (N = 22) regardless
of whether or not intervention occurred. The non-target children, on the
average, made consistently greater gains than did the target children. All
except two of the F-ratios were significant, There were no significant
differences between the two groups in the amount of gain ip the Motor or the

Auditory area. For the remaintng subtests, and for the total score, the
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differences in the posttest means were significant after statistically

holding constant any differences between the pretest means of the two

groups.
TABLE 10
CRITERION-REFERENCED MEASURES
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE
G, Vs, 6 + 02
(MON-TARGET v§. TARGET)
N, o= 22 N =22
1 II
pretest posttest adj.
Score - F & p¥*
X, Sl X3 §1 M(Y) ‘
I 10.91 3,18 15.27 2,47 14.91 F=8,36
Total .
11 7.05 3.05 11,23 3.75 11.59 p<0.0l
N T
Total I 6.27 1.57 8.05 0.77 7.91 F=8,80
Total 1 0.77 0.79 1.41 0.72 1.38 '=2,93
Auditory | I1I 0.43 0.58 0.95 0.77 0.98 N.S.
Total I 1.95 0.56 2,18 0.78 2.16 F=0.48
Hotor 11 1.6 0.77 1.95 0.77 1.98 N.S.
Ideas & I 1.91 1.24 3,64 1.75 3,48 F=4.,49
Concepts | yy 0.86 0.97 2.14 1.55 2.30 p<0.05
*:  df=l, 4l
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An analysis of covariance was also performed between Group 1 and
Group 2 (Target~ Intervention vs. No intervention). The results are
presented in Table 11. The results indicated that in one area-~Motor,
Group 1 gained gignificantly more on the average than did Group 2, The
results for the other three subtests and for the total score did not
significantly differentiate the two grours, Thus, Group 1 had a signifi-
cantly higher mean on the Motor subtest on the posttest than did Group 2,ﬂ ;

holding constant any differences in the pretest scores of the two groups.

TABLE 11
CRITERION-REFERENCED MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE

Gl Vs, G2

(INTERVENTION VS, NON-INTERVENTION)

N, = 10 N =12

I 11
pretest posttest adj.
Score — = @ F & p*
I 6,30 3,52 12,30 2,53 12,42 F=1,65
Total .
11 7.67 2.43 10,33 4,33 10,24 N.S.
I 3,90 2,12 6.40 1.20 6,42 F=0,25
Total
Visual 11 4.75 1.09 6.00 2.42 5.97 N. S,
1 0. 60 0.66 1.30 0,78 1.27 F=3,12
Total
Auditory | II 0,33 0,47 0.67 0.62 0.69 N.S,
I 1,20 0.87 2,40 0.66 2.41 F=7.47
Total
Motor 11 1,50 0,65 1.58 0.64 1.58 p<0,05
I . . 2,20 1,47 2,17 F=0,01
Ideas & 0.60 0.66
Concepts | 1y 1.08 1,12 2.08 1.61 2,11 N. 8.
Q *: df=1,19
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Table 12 summarizes the results of the analyéis of covariance for
Group 1 vs, Group 3 (Target group--Intervention vs. nmon-target group).
The non-target group scored consistently higher on the posttest than did
the Target-Intervention group in all areas except the Motor area. Only tﬁ;-
F-ratio, however, for the Visual area was significant. That 1is, the non-
target group had a significantly higher mean on the posttest in the Visual
area than did the Target-Intervention Group 1, holding constant any initial

pretest differences between the two groups.

TABLE 12
CRITERLON-REFERENCED MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE
Gl Vs, G3

(EXPERIMENTAL VS, NON-TARGET)

Bp =10 Ny =22

pretest posttest adj. |
Score — — D F & p*
5 51 ! 5 | @
Total 1 6.30 3.52 12.30 2.53 13.13 F=2.,50
II 101 91 3.18 15.27 2147 14'1 90 N.Sl
Total t 3.90 | 2.12 6.40 | 1.20 6.63 | F=9.68
Visual 11 6.27 1,57 8.05 0,77 7.9 p<0.01
Total 1 0.60 0.66 1.30 0.78 1.31 F=0.11
Auditory | II 0.77 0.79 1.41 0.72 1.41 N.S.
I- =
Total 1,20 0.87 2.40 0.66 2.52 F=1.44
Hotor 11 1.96 0.56 2.18 0.78 2.13 N.S.
Ideas & I 0.60 0.66 2.20 1.47 2.70 Fe1,01
Concepts [ rq 1.91 1.24 3.64 1.75 3.41 N.S.
74
*;  df=1,29
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The CRT items were next examined in terms of.the percentage of various
groups of pupils who passed each item on the pretest and on the posttest.
The percentage of children described as "target" and as "non-target" who
passed some items on the pretest item were virtually the same. This was
true for Item 1 (Identifying Objects), Item 2b (Color Matching), Item 4b
(tatching Size), and for Item 9 (Figure-Ground Discrimination). 1t should
he recalled, however, that all the children had been in school from four
to 18 months at the inception of the program and had therefore probably
learned some skills that enabled them to pass some items of the pretest.

On three of these items, the percentage gain on the posttest was greater

for target than for non-target children. Five items were passed by more
than 75% of the children on the pretest in both target and non-target groups.
These were Items 1 (Identifying Objects), 2b (Color Matching), 3 (Matching

Shapes), 4b (Matching Size), and 9 (Figure-Ground Discrimination). 1In

only for Item 7 (Memory for Pictures).

On the posttest, 1l items were passed by more than 75% of target
i:children and seven items by the target children (both intervention and
non-intervention). Those items where mastery was achieved by both target
and non-target children were: Item 1 (Identifying Objects), Item 2b
(Color Matching), Item 3 (Matching Shapes), Item 4a (Labeling Size),

Item 4b (Matching Size), Item 7 (Memory for Pictures), and Item 9 (Figure-
Ground Discrimination). 1In addition, only the mon-target children demon-
strated posttest mastery for Item 2a (Color Naming), Item 8 (Pegboard
Design), Item 10 (Sound Discrimination), and Item 19 (Ideas and Concepts--
Contrast). The CRT was developed over 15 units of the BECP, Level 11

curriculum, and four of the five Project classes completed only Units 1-4.
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Thus, the children had performed some activities leading to mastery, but
only children who had relatively few learning problems would have been able
to continue learning on their own even though these Units 5-15 were not
covered.

The performance of target children only was examined in an attempt to
determine any differences on the posttest due to the intervention strategy.
Three differences were observed. TFor three items, the target children who
received the Supplementary Activities achieved mastery on the posttest,
while those who recefved no Supplementary Activities failed to achieve
mastery. The items were: Item 4a {Labeling Size), 10 (Sound Discrimination),
and 21 (Eye-Haqd Coordination). On this last item, the target children
receiving the Supplementary Activities cutperformed the non-target children
on the posttest,

A summary of these results may be found in Table 13,

The Norm~Referenced lMeasures

The norm-referenced measure consisted of nine subtest jtems from
standardized tests. This battery is described in the section on
"Identification Instruments.” These items were identkfied as being related
to the instructional program and previously evaluated forllanguage and/or
cultural bias.

These items were administered to each child in his preferred language
as indicated by the S/ELPS results. All of the {tems were administered on
a pretest~posttest basis with the interval between testing being between
five and six months. The raw scores were converted into age equivalence
scores as provided in the appropriate test manuals. The difference between
each child's mental age and his chronological age at the time he was tested
was then calculated. A L-test for correlated means was performed on the

difference between the pretest and posttest means expressed in texms of months.
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TABLE 13

CRITERION-REFERENCED MEASURES

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN ACHIEVING MASTERY
ON PRETEST AND ON POSTTEST FOR EACH ITEM

Ttem 1 Item 2a Item 2h
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Non~-Target 917 | 95% Non-Target | 417% | 827 Non-Target | 82% | 91%
Target 902 11007 Target 10% 20% Target 807 | 95%
Target--No 100% (1007 Target--No 18% %% Target--No 827 91%
Intervention Intervention Intervention
Targe -~ 78% [100% | _ Targec-- oz | ox | Target== | ;49 11002
Intervention Intervention Intervention
Total 0% | 98% Total Total
Sample Sample 2% | 524 Sample 81% | 932
Item 3 Item 42 Item 4b
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
. Non-Target 91% | 1007 Non-Target | 68% |100% Non~Target | 91% | 100%
Target 75% 1 907 Target 60% | 85% Target | 90% 95%
Target--No 66% | 91% | Targec--No 64% | 73% Target--No 827 91%
Intervention Intervention Incervention.
Target-- 89% | 89z | Target—- 56% |100% Target== 11007 | 100%
Intervention ~iIntervention Intervention .
Total 83% | 95% Total 64% | 93% Total 902 98%
Sample Sample Sample
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TABLE 13 (Cont'd)

CRITERION~REFERENCED MEASURES

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN ACHIEVING MASTERY
ON PRETEST AND ON POSTTEST FOR EACH ITEM

Item 3
Pre Post
9% 9% Non~Target
0% | 15% Target
0% 9% Target=--No
Intervention
0% 209 Target=--
Intervention
. Total
% 122 Sample
Item 8
Pre Post
18% t 77% Non-Target
5% | 55% Target
9% 6{‘2 Targe t=-—No
Intervention
0% 4% [ Target=-
Intarvention
2 Sample
71

Item G
Pre Post
41% 55% Non~Target
07 20% Target
o 18% Target~-Ho
Intervention
0% 29% Target——
Intexrvention
o Total
21% 3gi Sample
Ttem 9
Pre Post
91% | r00% Non-Target
85% | 100% Target
91% | 00y { Tarset—-No
Intervention
Target——
78% [ 100% Intervention
887 | 100% Total
Sample

Item 7
"Pre  Post
95% 91%
65% 80%
642 82%
677 78%
81% 86%

Item 10
Pre Post

3% 77%

25% 1 65%

18% | 45%

33% 1 89%

6% | 71%
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Target

Target—No
Intervention

Target--
Intervention

Total
Sample

-Non-Target

Target

-

Targec--No
Intervention

Target--
Intervention

Total
Sample

TABLE 13 (Cont'd)

CRITERION-REFERENCED MEASURES

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN ACHIEVING MASTERY
ON PRETEST AND ON POSTTEST FOR EACH ITEM

Item 12
Pre Postc
0% 14%
0% (3 )4
0% 0%
o% 07
0% %
Icem 15
Pre Post
322 68%
25% 55%
36% 45%
11% | 67%
29% 627

Non-Target

Target

Target-—No
Intervention

Target—-
Intervention

Total
Sample

Non-Target

Target

Target~-No
Intervention

Target--
Intervention

Tntal
Sample

79

72

Item 13
Pre Post
36%| 50%
25%| 25%
18% 277
33% 227
31% 38%
Item 16
Pre  Post
o% 18%
)4 10%
0% 9%
0% 11%
3% 147

Non-Target

Target

Targec-~No
Intervention

Target--
Intervention

Total
Sample

Non-Target

Target

Target--No
Intervention

Target--
Intervencion

Total
Sample

Item 14
“Pre Post
50% | 50%
207 | 35%
272 36%
11Z¢ 33%
364 | 43X

Item 17
Pre Post
23% | 50%
15% } 20%
27% | 21%
0% 11%
19% | 36%
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TABLE 13 (Cont'd)

CRITERION-REFERENCED MEASURES

PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN ACHIEVING MASTERY
ON PRETEST AND ON POSTTEST FOR EACH ITEM

Item 18
Pre Post
18% | 50%
10% | 20%

9% | 27%
1171 11%
14%} 36%

Item 21
Pre Peost
4% | 55%

0% | 40%
0£ 9%
0% | 78%
7% | 48%

Ytem 19
Pre Post
Non-Target 32%1  82%
T

Target 15%) 50%

Targel:-—No gz 362
Intervention

Target—- 22%| 674
Intervention

Total .

Sample 24% ©07%
80

73

Non-Target

Target

Target——HNo
Intervention

Target--
Intervention

Total
Sample

Item 20

"Pre

Post

27%

417%

3%

0%




All results by groups are summarized in Tables 14, 15, 16, and 17,
The first column contains the mean difference between chronological age
and age equivalent on the pretest (xl). The second column contains the same
information for the posttest, The third column contains the standard error
of the mean. The fourth column contains the t-values and the fifth con-
tains the probability associated with each t-value.

Table 14 presents the t~test results for the total sample. On the
pretest, there were five subtests where the mean score was lower than that
of the norm group. Of these five, Picture Association was the lowest
(-12.28 months below the norm). The highest mean score was for Paper
Folding (6.35 months higher than that of the norm group). On the posttest,
only two subtest means were lower than that of the norm, The results of
the t-test indicated that four subtest means were significantly higher on
the posttest than on the pretest (Picture Association, Block Design, Visual
Sequential Memory, and Manual Expression), This indicates that Project
children, after being exposed to the Level II Early Childhood Curriculum
and/or the Ability Development Project Supplementary Activities, showed
greater gain than did the norm group on the four subtests mentioned above.

Table 15 presents the results of the correlated t-test for Group 1
(Target Group- Intervention). On the pretest, there were seven subtests.
where the mean score was lower than that of the norm group. Among the
seven, Picture Association was the lowest (-17.11 months)., Memory for
Color and Visual Sequential Memory (~10,33 and -10.89 months lower than
the norm, respectively) were the second and third iowest. On the post-
test, only three subtest mean scores were lower than those of the norm

group (Memory for Color, Picture Association, and Picture Identification).
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Only four subtests had significant t-values (Picture Association, Visual
Attention Block Design, and Visual Sequential). That is, for these four sub-
tests, the posttest mean score was significantly higher than was the pretest
mean score. These particular items may have related more directly than others
to activities in the BECP, Level II and the Supplementary Activities. None

of the other subtest means were significantly different.

Table 16 presents the results on Group 2 (Target Group- No intervention).
On the pretest, there were six subtests where this group's mean performance was
below that of the norm group. Picture Association and Block Design were the
lowest (-8.83 months and -7.42 months, respectively). On the posttest there
were three subtests on which the children's mean performance was below that of
the norm group (Memory for Color, Picture Association, and Picture Identifica-
tion). The mean score for Manual Expression was 10.58 months above that of the
norm group. Only three t-values were significant (Block Design, Visual Sequential-
Memory, and Manual Expression). Thus, in these three areas, Group 2 gained
significantly more than the norm group during this period of time. These items
were related to skills taught in early units of the Level IX curriculum.

Table 17 summarizes the results for Group 3 {non-target group). On the
pretest, four subtest mean scores were lower than were those of the norm group
(Picture Association, ~12,18 months; Picture Identification, -0.91 months;
Block Design, -2.91 months; and Visual Sequential, -2.86 months). The mean
score for Paper Folding was the highest (+9.23). On the posttest only one mean
score was lower than that of the norm group {(-2.82 months): Mewory for Color.
Visual Sequential Memory was the highest (fz = 14.32). 8Six subtests yilelded
significant t-values (Memory for Color, Picture Association, Picture Identifi-
cation, Block Design, Visual Sequential Memory, and Manual Expression). Five
of the six were significantly higher on the posttest, but one was significantly

lower (Memory for Color).
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TABLE 14
NORM-REFERENCED MEASURES

CORRELATED T~TEST BETWEEN PRETEST
AND POSTTEST ADMINISTRATIONS

TOTAL GROUP

Score ¥, X, Sy £* P
ngz:y ~0.72 ~5.07 3.04 -1.43 N.S.
K::Eii:tion -12.28 1,33 2,89 3.79 | <0.005
géztﬁzﬁication ~2.02 1.23 2,49 1.31 N.S.
Pording 6.35 8.02 2,79 0.60 N.S.
yisval 0.40 3.91 2,60 1.35 N.S.
gi::gn ~5.45 2.60 1,52 5.31 <0.,00%
Senvence 460 9.51 2.57 5.5 | <0.005
gii:ﬁ:e 1.87 2.49 2.07 0.63 N.S.
ﬁi;:ﬂ;sion 0.37 10.58 2.74 3.73 | <0.005

*, One subject's data were missing.

*:  df=42 83
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TABLE 15
NORM-REFERENCED MEASURES

CORRELATED T-TEST BETWEEN PRETEST
AND POSTTEST ADMINISTRATIONS

Gl (TARGET- INTERVENTION)

N=g9g%

Score i& ié Sy t* P
Color ~10.33 | -7.56 .82 | 0.3 N.S.
Picture -17.11 6.69 <
Asgociation * =3.67 . 2.01 0.05
Pi
Idzgzigication ~4.00 =6.11 4.40 -0.48 N.S.
giiﬁing 6.78 4.78 7.26 -0.28 N.S.
Jrsoasenn ~8.56 1.89 5.13 2.04 | <0.05
Block ~9.22 0.22 3.79 2,49 <0.025
Design ;

Visual

Sequence -10.89 5.44 5.72 2.85 €0.01
Visual

Closure -1.56 0.78 4,77 0.49 N.S.
Manual .

Expression 2.33 6.11 7.31 0.52 N.S.

One subject's data were missing

df=8
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TABLE 16
NORM-REFERENCED MEASURES

CORRELATED T-TEST BETWEEN PRETEST
AND POSTTEST ADMINISTRATIONS

Gy (TARGET- NO INTERVENTION)

N =12
Score ii 'ié Sx t* P
Hemory
Color _5 01? _? 033 3.94 -0055 H.S.
Picture .
. Association -8.83 -4.75 6.25 0.63 N.S.
Picture
Identification -2.58 -6.25 3.65 ~1.00 .S,
~
Paper
FOldiDg 0.?5 6.25 5.?9 0.95 N.S.
X:i:ﬁtion 3.67 3.42 4.96 -0.05 N.S.
Block
Pesign ~7.42 2,33 3.92 2.49 <0,.025
Visval N
Sequence -3.08 3.75 3.49 1.96 <0.05
Visual
Closure 2.42 5.75 3.18 1.05 N.S.
Manual
Expression —0058 10058 4064 2.41 <0.025
*:  df=11
[ d
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TASLE 17
NORM~-REFERENCED MEASURES

CORRELATED T-TEST BETWEEN PRETEST
AND POSTTEST ADMINISTRATIONS

G3 (NON-TARGET GROUP)

79

N = 22
Score -)El P Sy L P
Memor
Color 5.64 ~2.82 4.5 -1.88 <0.05
Picture
. Association -12.18 1.50 3.59 3.81 <0.005
Plcture
tdertification | <-0+91 7.05 3.60 2.21 <0.025
§j§§§ns 9.23 10.32 3.46 0.32 N.S.
:ii::iion 2.27 | 4.86 3.78 0.69 N.S.
Block
De::gn -2.91 3.73 1.50 4.43 <0,005
Visual '
Seizznce -2.86 14.32 3.90 4.40 <0.005
:ii:ﬁ:e 1.64 1.41 3.17 -0.07 N.§.
Manua)
Eiﬁiission 0.09 12.86 3.62 3.53 <0.005
X1 df=21
86




On the pretest there were a greater number of subtests on which ;he
total group mean score was lower than the number of subtests on which
the scores were higher than the norm. After exposure to
Level I of the BECP and/or ADP Supplementary Activities, only two sub-
test mean scores were lower than those of the norm group. This suggests
that this sgmple of children gained much more than did the noxm group.

This finding may be associated with the effectiveness of the Level 1II
BECP curriculum and/or the developed Supplementary Activities.

In order to determine whether or not the rates of growth for the
groups were significantly different, an analysis of covariance was again
undertaken, using the pretest scores as the covariate. These results are
presented in Tables 18, 1%, and 20. The first two columns contain the
pretest mean (il) and standarzd deviation (Sl). The second two columns con-
tain the posttest mean (iz) and standard deviation (82). The fifth column
contains the adjusted mean (Y) by assuming a common slope and the last
column contains the F~ratio and the associated probability. For each sub-
test there are two rows, representing the two groups being compared.

Table 18 presents the results of the analysis of covariance on all of
the norm-referenced subtests for Group 3 vs. Groups 1 and 2 combined {non-—
target vs. all target children). The purpose was to determine whether,
when the pretest scores were held constant, there were any significant dif-
ferences on the posttest between the non~target and the target groups. The
adjusted means (?)indicated that almost all of the non-target mean posttest
scores were higher than those of the target group, except in the case of
Visual Closure. The F-ratio results, however, indicated that only one

subtest showed significant differences--Picture Identification.
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TABLE 18
NORM-REFERENCED MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE

G_Vs. G, +6G
3 1 2

(NON-TARGET VS. TARGET)

+
N =22 N =2l
Pretest Posttest

Score - M) F & p*
Memory I 3.64 | 19,09 | -2.82 | 12.04 -3.43 | F=0.69
Color x| <738 | 1386 [-7.43 [ 11097 | -6.79 | w.s.
Piccure I | -12.18 | 16.14 1.50 | 14.46 1.47 | F=1.58
Assoclation 11 | -12.38 | 15.51 | -4.29 | 15.56 -4.26 N.S.

y y _‘"c:-‘"?_.%b
Plerure 1 0.91 | 13.05 7.05 | 20.99 g?ia;mﬁ*Fhﬁ*ﬂﬁ_?z
Identificatlon | vy | _349 f 33,56 | -6.19 | 13.78 | -5.20 | p<0.05
Paper I 9.23 | 15.32 | 10.32 | 12.38 9.15 | F=0.31
Folding 11 3.33 | 26.23 5.62 | 18.27 6.85 N.S.
Visual 1 2.27 | 14.88 45.86 | 16.39 4.36 | F=0.07
Attention 11 | -1.57 | 13.83 | 2.76 | 10.38 3,20 | N.S.
Block I} 2001 ) 7090 | 3.3 | 9.8 3.32 | F=0.04
Design 1 | -8.19 7.99 1.43 *| 10.88 2.90 N.S.
Visual I | -2.86 | 13.51 | 14.32 | 15.12 13.65 | F=3.42
Sequence 1 1 -6.43 | 11.92 4.48 | 15.19 5.18 N.S.
Vigual 1 1.64 13.13 1.41 13.73 1.17 F=0.55
Closure 11 0.73 15.18 | 3.62 | 13.57 3.87 N.S.
Manua 1 1 0.09 | 15.02 | 12.86 | 17.14 12.94 | 1=0.94
Expression 11 0.67 | 12.78 8.67 | 11.84 .58 N.§.
4: One subject's data were missing 88 i




Table 19 summarizes the results of the analysis of covariance on the
norm-referenced subtests for Group 1 vs. Group 2 (Target Group- Intervention
vs. Target Group- Non-intervention). None of the F~ratios were significant.
As far as the adjusted means (Y) are concerned, Group 1 had higher means
on some of the subtests while Group 2 had higher means on the remaiﬁing
subtests.

Table 20 presents the results of the analysis of covariance of the
norm-referenced subtests for Group 1 vs, Group 3 (Target Group~ Intervention
vs, non-target Group). Again, none of the F-ratios were significant. And
once again, there was no consistent direction when the adjusted means )
were compared for the two groups.

Biscussion

The results of the Ability Development Project were generally
positive.

Summary. Of the 99 children tested in January, 40 were identified
and 29 were selected as target children. The target children were further
divided into Intervention (Group 1) and Non-intervention {(Group 2) groups.
The Intervention Group was originally located at Allen Center, but Project
activities moved to Canterbury Center where conditions were more favorable.
The remiining 59 Project children were designated non-target. At the end
of June, 22 target children remained in the program. Iwenty-two non-target
children were selected at random to serve as a comparison {Group 3) group.
Fach child's language preference was determined, using the S/ELPS, an instru-
ment validatéd for the sample in this Project. Each child was tested in his

preferred language on both the CRT and the norm-referenced measures.
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TABLE 19
NORM~REFERENCED MEASURES
ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE

‘I' -
Gl S GZ

(TARGET- INTERVENTION VS. TARGET- NON-INTERVENTION)

S i
Np = 9 Ny = 12
Pretest. Posttest .
Score - M(Y) F & p*
4 51 X 8 B
~10.33 | 16.65 | -7is6 | 12.87 -7.39 | F=0.00
Cotor I o
otor iz | -5.17 | 10.77 | -7.33 | 11.26 ~7.46 N.S.
P4 crure I | -17.11 { 16.78 | -3.67 [ 12.91 -2.96 | F=0.09
Association I1 -8.83 13.44 -4.75 17.27 -5.28 N.S.
Picture I -4.00 | 15.43 | -6.11 | 18.09 -5.59 | F=0.04
Identification | . -2.58 7.32 | -6.25 9.31 —6.64 H.S.
Paper I 6.68 | 36.15 4.78 | 18.01 3.20 | r=0.41
Folding II 0.75 | 14.42 | 6.25 | 18.43 7.43 | N.S.
_ ] ) F=0.02
Vieual I 8.56 | 11.17 1,89 9.98 2,27 0
Attention II 3.67 | 13.31 3.42 | 10.62 3.13 N.S.
Block I [ -9.22 | .84 0.22 { 8.14 0.51 | 1=0.10
Design I -7.42 7.19 2.33 | 12.48 2.12 N.S.
Visual I | -10.89 | 12.82 5,44 | 20.19 8.40 | F=1.07
S
equence 1 | -3.08 9.53 3.75 9.85 1.53 N.S.
Visual I -1.56 7.41 0.78 | 15.84 2.10 [ F=0.30
Closure II 2.42 | 18.w 5.75 | 11.12 4,76 N.S.
Manual I 2.33 9.81 6.11 | 15.16 6.22 | F=0.59
Expression iz | -0.58 | 14.29 | 10.58 8.02 10,50 N.S.
90

4+: One subject's data were missing

*: df=l,18 83




TABLE 20
NORM~REFERENCED MEASURES

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE
G, Vs, G3

(TARGET- INTERVENTION VS. MON~-TARGET)
+

N. =9 4 =
I Npp = 22
Pretest ?osttes}_ .
Score - @ F & p*
% 51 X S2 ,
Memory 1 | -10.33 | 16.65 | -7.56 |} 12.87 -6.78 | F=0.44
Color . - 5.64 | 19.09 | -2.82 | 12,04 | -3.13 | N.8.
Picture I -l?lll 16.?8 -306? 12.91 -2|5? F=0044
Association 11 | -12.18 16.13 1.50 14.46 1.05 N.S.
Picture I ‘4.00 15!43 -6|11 18.09 “4.03 F=Z|52
Identification | |, -0.91 | 13.05 7.05 | 20.99 6.19 M. S,
|
Paper I 6.78 | 36.15 4.78 | 18.01 5.49 | F=1.07
Folding I 9.23 | 15.31 | 10.32 | 12.38 | 10.03 | N.S.
i_ Vieual - 1 -8.56 | 11.17 1.89 9.98 4,65 | F=0.02
| Attention 1I 2,27 | 14.88 4.86 | 16.39 3.73 N.S.
Block I -9.22 8.84 0.22 8.13 2.87 | F=0.00
Design x| -291 ] 7.90 | 3.73 | 9.18 2.65 | N.s.
Visual I 10.89 | 12.82 5.44 | 20.19 7.93 | F=0.63
Sequence 11 | -2.86 | 13.51 | 13.32 | 15.12 | 13.30 | N.S.
Visual 1 ~1. 56 7.41 | 0.78 | 15.84 1.94 | F=0.03
Closute 11 1.64 13.13 1.41 13.73 0.93 N.S.
Mannal 1 2.33 9,81 6.11 | 15.17 5.50 | F=1.34
Sxpression CII 0.09 | 15.02 [ 12.86 | 17.14 13.11 N.S.
+: One subject's data were missing 91
*; di=1,28
|» 84
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Based on the correlated t-test data for the CRT, it was concluded that
children did gain significantly after exposure to the BECP, Level LI and/or
to the Supplementary Activities developed by the ADP. Based on the results
of the analysis of covariance, it was concluded that, for some subtests
the Target-lntervention group'gained more than did the Target-Non-intervention
group. The Target-Intervention group gained as much as did the non-target
group on all but on2 subtest, though non-target children generally gained
more than did the target children. These findings indicate the effective-
ness of the Supplementary Activities and the Project-developed materials.

Children also made significant gains on fouy of the norm-referenced
test items. Posttest scores were higher than the norms for seven items,
though pretest scores had been lower than the norms. It was concluded
that, after exposure to the BECP, the children developed at a more rapid
rate in some areas than did the norm population children. This was true
for target as well as non-target children, and target children who
received Supplementary Activities tended to make greater gains chan did
target children who had not. The analysis of covariance for the norm-
referenced measures did not reveal significant differences between the
groups, suggesting that they were developing at about the same rate.

These findings were regarded as positive, because handicapped children

tend to develop more slowly than non-handicapped children. The fact

that target children gained as much as non-target children supports the
effectiveness of the BECP and the Supplementary Activities., lowever,
nori-referenced test results did not differentiate target and non-target
children, suggesting that these tests may not be diagnostically approprlate

for minority children.
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These findings must be interpreted with caution because of certain
limitations present from the outset, First, the Project was engaged in
product design and design-test. This is an early stage in product
development, and results do not reépresent the final products. Second,
the target sample included 22 children with a variety of kinds and degrees
of handicapping conditions. To consider them as an homogenous group is
not precisely correct. Also, 44 children {22 target and 22 comparison) is
a very small sample for statistical analysis and cannot be assumed to
represent four-year-old Mexlican-American children in general. Because the
Project was initiated late in the school year, the learning perlod was
very short and the children had already been exposed to school. Some gains
might have been significant if the children had had a full school year with
the BECP and the Supplementary Activities, Finally, there was nc comparable
group of four-year-old Mexican~American children not enrolled in the BECP,
and program effects were not clearly differentiated from normal maturation.

The Project alsc encountered unforeseen problems which may have
influenced the results., Though each child was tested in his preferréd
language according to the S/ELPS, the use of Spanish versions, especlally
of standardized tests, may not be justified. Bilingual children presented
a special problem in this respect, since they often had different concepts
in each of their two languages. Problems were also encountered in imple-
menting the BECP and testing the Supplementary Activities at Allen Center.
Because Canterbury Center was equipped with small rooms and a more con-
trolled classroom enviromment, design test of the Supplementary Activities
was relocated at Canterbury. Target children at Allen had aiready

recelved soma intervention, however, which may have enhanced their progress.
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Teachers were not accustomed to using a structured curriculum and
completed only four units of the BECP (seven at Riverside). Children
might have made greater gains had the program been presented more
intensively.

The results of the Ability Development Project were consistent with
its objectives, as described in the Project Overview. This was true; even
given the limitations presented above. Handicapped children were identi-
fied and provided with assistance which allowed them to make significant
gains, in some areas commensurate with those of their non-handicapped
peers. These findings support the effectiveness of the Supplementary

Activities and the other materials developed by the Project.
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CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS

The purpcse cof the Ability Develcpment Prcject was to identify
handicapped four-year-old Mexican-American children enrclled in & regular
bilingual program, and to develop appropriate instructicnal activities
for them. The focus of the Project was to develop products and te submit
them to limited design test with a small sample of children. When the
Project was initiated, Project staff identified many children who urgently
needed servi.es and teachers who needed training and suppert. These needs
were critical. Project staff undertook, therefore, within the limits of
program objectives, to respond to these needs by providing limited inter—
vention for identified children and information and assistance to their
teachers. The Project developed products which were specifically designed
to serve the needs of Project children and their teachers.

Conclusions

The most important and unexpected finding of the Project was the very
high incidence of handicapping conditions in this group of children. Based
on experience with the Bilingual Early ChildhoquProgram and Special
Education enrollment in Texas, it was originally estimated that 20-25 percent
of the children would be handicapped. However, of the original 99 children,
40 had evidence of handicapping conditions severe encugh to interfere with
their learning. Thke Project children were extremely disadvantaged
econcmically; it may be that they hau been deprived of even minimal
services from the beginning. The children attended Model Cities Day Care
Centers during the day while their parents worked; they could not affeord
to attend the Head Start Day Care Centers where services are provided to
handicapped children. Though the original 99 children differed from
other groups of prescheol children in Austin, they may be similar to
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children who attend Day Care Centers in other locations. It is possible
that the number of un<erved children in this population is larger than
is generally assumed.

Varying kinds and degrees of handicapping conditions were encountered
irn the sample. The original intent of the Project was to serve only
those children with mild to moderate learning disabilities, according to
a definition which excluded physical handicapping conditions. The
children, however, had not read the definition. The target group included
children who had evidence of hearing loss, visual impairment and speech/
language disorders severe enough to inhibit learning, as well as learning
disabilities. Regardless of the contributing factors in each case, these
children all had difficulty learning in the basic program and functioning
effectively in the school setting. Their specific difficulties varied
from child to child but did not fit into discrete diagnostic categories.,
In its only major departure from the original objectives, the Project
undertook to serve all these children and to develop materials for them
without reference to specific diagnostic categories. This non-categorical
approach was supported by Project results.

Severely handicapped children also attended these Centers. The target
group included one child with no speech; another child with a history and
current evidence of malnutrition and other health problems, hearing loss,
speech and motor disabilities, and not surprisingly, behavior problems;
and several children who were significantly delayed in a1l developmental
areas. Though Project efforts were aimed at mild and moderate conditions,
there was a moral obligation to ;erve these children insofar as possible.
Project experiences with these éhildren suggested that teachers can

work effectively with mildly snd moderately handicapped children. It did
96
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not appear, however, that severely handicapped children could be properly
served in cie regular classroom. The child's needs and the teacher’s
capabilities must be carefully considered in placing the severely handicapped
child.

Project experiences and results raised serious gquestion about the
use of norm-referenced tests with this population. Such questions have
been raised before, particularly with regard to the fairness of applying
standardized tests to minority children. The conclusion of Project staff
about the use of norm-referenced tests was, not sC much that they were
unfair or biased, but that they yielded very little information that was
diagnostically useful. The child's behavior in actual learning situations
appeared to reflect his abilities more accurately than did his test per-
formance. Test results for bilingual and Spanish-speaking children were
particularly difficult to interpret. These findings were strictly clinical
in nature and merit mdfe rigorous investigation.

The Project concluded that the role of the teacher in identifying

and serving young handicapped children was crucial. Outside evaluation serv-
ices for all children may not be available, and the teacﬁer must be provided
with material, training, and support for working with handicapped children.
Project teachers, however, had few of these rescurces, and Project efforts
were directed at providing them. Since diagnostic services were not
available, the teachers needed materials they could use themselves to help
them identify children's special needs for referral and for instruction.

They needed meaninéful instructional materials for handicapped children

that could be used in conjunction with the regular instructional program.
They also needed additional training which did not rely on the printed

word and which focused on practical information rather than technical and
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theoretical explanations. It should be emphasized that Project teachers
were often sensitive and creative in working with their handicapped
students=-indicating that they were fully competent to serve these
children given the proper resources for doing so.

There were several institutional factors which affected the handicapped
children but which were not addressed by this Project. Though outside the
scope of Project activities, these factors must be considered in planning
programs for handicapped children. The Model Cities Day Care Centers were
created for the purpose of providing care for children whose parents work
and providing employment for Model Cities area residents. They were not
intended, however, to provide a comprehensive educational program for
children and training for teachers. Considering these conditions, the
Center programs were remarkable, but the presence of handicapped children
in the Centers created a need for additional support for educational pro-
grams and teacher training.

Though there is a wide range of services for handicapped children in
the Austin area, these services were not readily available to children in
the Day Care Centers. For example, the Austin Independent School District
operates a program for handicapped preschoolers, but this program does not
provide for the Spanish speaker and cannot serve children who also require
day care. Though Head Start Day Care Centers could contract with com-
munity agencies for services, the Model Cities Centers could not. Thus,
the children in the Model Cities Centers were excluded from services that
were available to other handicapped children in the community.

The need for services to Spanish-speaking children is expected to
increase because of the inclusion of preschool programs in the Bilingual

Education Act Title VII (Education Daily, October 31, 1974). Handicapped
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children will presumably be included in these programs though no special
provisions for them have been made. Widespread implementation of bilingual
preschool programs will create a critical need for materials for the
handicapped children in these programs.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are based on Project results and
¢linical evidence from working with a group of four-year-old handicapped
Hexican-American children.

it is recommended that the Spanish/English Language Preference Screening
(S/ELPS) be further developed and validated for four-, five- and six-year-olds.
This recommendation is based on the fact that Mexican-American children vary
in their use of English and Spanish. Though not designed to identify handi-
capping conditions, per se, the S/ELPS can identify the handicapped child's
stronger language for diagnostic testing and for initial instructionm.

It is further recommended that instruments be developed for the

teacher to use in identifying handicapped children and assessing their

educational needs. The Observational Checklists for Referral (OCR) should
be further developed and validated. Additional criterion-referenced

tests which would agsess children's special instructional needs early in
the year and which can be used by the teacher should also be, developed.
The CRT used in this Project agsessed skills learned in the first 15 units
of the BECP rather than entry level skills., Though not useful to the
classroom teacher, norm~referenced tests are fixmly entrenched in educa-
tional research and evaluatioﬁ. Therefore, the English and Spanish
versions of the Hiskey~Nebraska Test of Learning Aptitude should be

investigated further for relevance to this population.
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It is further recommended that the Supplementary Activities be further
developed and tested in conjunction with the Bilingual Early Childhood
Program. This recommendation 1s important because the BECP, Level II
curriculum is the only comprehensive bilingual program for four-year-olds
currently available. Supplementary Activities based on this prcgram would
gerve a wide and varied population of handicapped children.

Finally, it is recommended that teacher-training materials be
developed yhich present practical information in non-technical terms and
do not rely exclusively on the yritten word to present information. These
materials should focus on identification of handicapped children, assess-~
ing children's progress, teaching strategies such as simplification of
lessons and classroom management techniques, and utilization and adaptation

of equipment for handicapped children.
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