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‘can children.

- BACKGROUND AND RATTONALE P
OF TRE BILINGUAL EARLY CHILDHOOD '
AND BILINGUAL KINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS o

RN

The Bilingual Early Childhood Program and the Bilingual Kindergarten
Program were developed for non—handicapped Spanish—soeaking Hexioanlﬂmeri—
Thg_Bilingual Kindergarten Program was published in final
form in 1973 and the Bilingual Early Childhood Frogram Level II, in 1974,

Pragram Bacgground and ‘Rationale .

Studies have revealed that the early childhood years are critical for

@ »

—

a

developing and improving & child’s intellectual potential (Bloom, 1964);

that both achiewement and IG scores of poor children decrease in relation

to national norms as they proceed through the grades (Deutsch, 1967); and

- ¥
that environment, and particularly a child s early experiential development

-
1

plays a key role in develbping intelligence (J. McV. Hunt, 1961).
Bruner (1966, 19?1). drawing heavily on Vygotsky s (1962) earlier

studies of the relation between language and thinking as they develop in

young children, suggested that only certain children in certain cultures

learn to use language for analxgis and problem solving, although all chil-

-~

dren learn to communicate with language. The implication is that many.

children need access t¢ & planned environment to develop thought processes

and language for thinking if it is to occﬁ} to any feasonable degree. In

addition to intellectual and cognitive development, factors of major concern

include the health, nutrition, and physical development of children, and the

importance of gsocial and emotional develppmert has also been emphasized.

-3

(Clark, 1965).
LI :
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"tial, one who can function comfortably and‘eompetently within both languages

_ The Laboratoqy drew frOm a wide background of such educat10nal and N

e ) .
psychological research to select strategies for its Bilingual Kindergerten
9 -

and Bllingual Early Childhpod Programs to meet the identified problems.

Ll

The basic goal selected was to develop Iintelligent sehaviqr by cieatfhg'
‘¢ b PR
educational programs that build on the child's strengths racher than trying
. . LN * . 3
to suppress and replace them. This goal has remained constant. The uitimate

goal is a child who has developed'hisifull intellectual and personal poten-

and culcures. . ?

In the inicial process of development, the basic‘strengths of the

target population were idencified and acknowledged. These strengths =-

sensory-perceptual skills, language, experience, 1nLerRersonaf skills,

-

1ntra-personai skills, and a rich culturél tradit;on ~— were used as the

base on éﬁich to build the Bilingual Programs for preschool children. Also
considered were Fhe facts thst all young:children grow and developtwhen ‘

they Interact wite other people in satisfying ways, and that the nost pro-
ductive growth occurs when these actions are ﬁﬁcually gratifyieg.

The Bilingusl Early Childhood Program is a th;ze—{ear sequential in-
structional program (Levels I, IT, and I1I) designed for §panish-speakiné
children from economical}y disadvantagedrfamilies. Children may enter the
program at age three dnd move success;vely through Levels I, II, and III;
or they may enter at age four and complete d'twbéyear'§EQUE;te -~ Levels-IT
and Y11, The BilinguallKindergarcip p;ogram was develoﬁed to meet the needs’
of entering flve-year-old chiidren. Terminal éoals were identified on' the
basis %f the ekills which the child needs in order to succeed in firsc
érade. These sg}lls were identified through extensive lntervicws with llrst

-

grade teachers, and through’analyzlng the-preroquls[tu skilig required Tor




first grade activities. } .
. . . * w5

These programs are developmental, concerned with the general cognitive,

psychomotor, and affective stages common to all children. Becapse it is

sequential, it enables each child to achieve snccessive levels of compe-

tence, moving amd growing as he is ready to do so.

To promote successful °

learning, .planned and sequenced activities are incorpdrated into tive curric-

_uium.

‘stored, and the 3kills he has already developed his fi@ﬁt experience with :

If the activities are matched to the information the child has already

fofmal learning will be successful and enjoyable. ‘Aﬁ the child develops, he

can explore further, gain competence, increase his interpersonal and intra-

* .

personal skills, and ultimately incoroorate these many aspegcts of growth and.- ) -
o+

learning into a system of intelligent behavior. ' .

Program Goals . M . }

—

_ Specific goals for each level of the programs have beén posited_for

activities in both Spanish and English, and are presented at the end of
this Appendix.

Program Strategies

i

The Bilingual Early Childhood Program was firip’implemented in 1968-69
- & toe

at the Good Samaritan Center in San Antonio with urban Mexican American
children, and at the Texas Migrant Educational DEVE£?pment Center in McAllen

_The Bilingual Kindergarten Program was first imple-

' L]
with migrant chifdren.
. . N '

»
1.

1

A

, mented in 1970~71 at “he Edgewood Independent School District with urban ’

k4

]
Mexican American children and in McAllen with migrant children.
\' } -

The program consists of a sequential three—year instr tional proéram

+

(Levels I, II and III) with these major elements of trainin : ‘visual,

auditory, moto: syntax of English vocabulary, and {deas nnd uunccpts.

Fx-
-p!nring number bonccpts Is Includod anly In leve | i dnd Klndnrgunlrn.
Bllingual KLndorgarten'includes thoe snme elenwnrs iy anv{.tll. lw s Eony ,“
oA, ' . '

, 5 A .
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begin with the lowest order of skill competencies and proceed systematically
tp higher level tasks. Skills that enable a child to learn from his environ-

ment and to functiom well in the C1asiz225'§22 taught as prerequisites to
. ) T ,

“higher order skills included in the curriculum. Content is organized into

units which are composed of lessons in each of the six major training areas.

The lesson content generally Is related to the unit tople, so the conceptual
-

content can be explored through the variqus senées.
For thewfirst part of the proéram the language of instruction 19\.panish.
A
After concepts taught In Spanish are mastered, Ehey are systematically intro-
duced in English. Thexteacher and aide serve as language models, helping )
thgwchild hearhand use natural speech in both ianguages and at several levels.

L
=

*

The class 1s divided into three or four groups which cycle through al-

teqﬁstive periods of direct instruction and self-selected activities., 3Small

group Iinteraction 3and Independent activity are scheduled by the classroom

o

teacher according to the needs'of'the group. ) ) .

Cirrlculum and staff development materials were designed concurrently

to enhance thelr effectiveness, A parent involvement element also is iny

corporéted into the program to provide a link between the school and the
, . N

-~ w
home, angd to open communications in three direction$ -- between parent and

child, parent and school staff, and school staff and child. This inter-
relationship expands formal learning beyond the boundaries of the school
itself and capitalizes on the fact that learning can take place in ﬁany

different settings.

Formative evaluation was used to assegs the day-to-day effects of each

activity. Measures were taken of children's Interest, of. teacher preparation

time and ease of using the materials, and of behavioral and attitudinal

changes. Sumnative evaluation, used to assess the lomng range and more general

effects of the program, included standardized intelligence and achleveméut

k3
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tests, often given on a pre- and posttest basis (at the start and finish of

the program) to measure change and improvement. Together, these evaluation

methods have given a full picture of what has proven in its test stages to

+

be bilingual programs for young children which are effectively and success-

L)

fully meeting stated goals.

Program Evaluation

Throughout program development two typ@s of evaluation were used, forma-

tive and summative (Scriven, 1967). Formative evaluation was based on data

.
.

gathered continuously throughout the year. The“results served as decisiah-
making factors about all aspects of the program and provided the basis for
necessary revisions. While formative implies ;rogram revision and the eval-
vation of chénge a; it is introduced into .the ongoing developmental process,
sumative evaluatioﬁ i; the assessment of the overall program. It is hased
on yhat has been accomplished over a specified term, and can be used as a
summary of progrém effects. By using both evaluation proceéu;es, the Lab-
oratory continually can be aware of the effects of its programs and take any

/

measures necessary to improve them. This gives the organization an expertise

&+
»

that is unique in educational program develgpment.
Briefly, formative evaluation entails the following criteria (although
each product may have other unique criteria requirgments}:

Product Design 1. Appropriateness of objectives in
(emphasis on each lesson) terms of level, scope and, sequence

2. Effectiveness of learning activity

3. Interest of children in learning
activity

4, Appropriateness of format for in-
structional guide

5. Reasonableness of costs

Pilot Test 1. Appropriateness ol objectlves In o
(emphasis on each unit) terms of level. séope, and sequence




2,

Effectiveness of learning activities
’ By units of lessons

»3. Interest of children in learning
. activity
. 4. Time needed for instruction -
5. Time needed for planning
6. Logistic difficulties
‘ - ‘ 7. Reasonableness of costs
Field Test, . 1. Effectiveness of instruction™ ‘
(emphasis on sequenced :
set of units) 2. Satisfaction of teachers and

administrators
3. Cost ef fectiveness

Service Test ) 1. Satisfaction- (ease of installation)

. ' 2. Costs i
This sytem of formative evaluation was integrated operationally with a
system of summative evaluation for which the Evaluation and Computer Services
Divisisﬁ of tﬁe LaLorétdry had }esponsibility. Generally, a criterion of
»

consistency at 80 percent is sought -- 80 percent of children learn specificd

levels within a specified time criterion, 80 percent of children show interest

i inhlearning process (defined observably), 80 percent of teachers are satis-

K

fied, etc. Cost criteria are related to the nature and scope (daily) of the
product with a view toward balancifig better quality iastruction (more costly)

with expenses limited to a reasonable increment above traditional costs.
Program Staff -

4

Since its inception in 1967, the Early Childhood Program haé developed
a gtaff that consists of persons skilled in thejir areas of‘épecialty as well
as knowledgeable about the Early Childhooé Program, its goals,sand the goéls
and methods of the LaLoratory. This staff, alon% wlth the Laboratory's
support services, has deve}dped the expertige to conceptuallze, slovelop,

[3

implement, and ultimately produce,egucational programs lor voumg children.

-
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The Early Childhood staff includes specialists in the areas of early child-
hood development, special education, speech patholpgy, linguistics, and

e ‘
media design, as well as experts in curriculum design and development. -

Program Relationship to Other Laboratory Endeavors

L)

The Early Childhood Program is one of three major learning systems of

the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, an Brganization devoted to

increasing the educational opportunities of children by developing, adapting,
and diffusing innovative educational processes and products. Along with the
Laboratory's two other programs -- English Early Elementary and Bilingual

Early Elementatry ~- it strives to meet the current educational needs of

children in selected target populations as well as to develop multicultural

understanding in all children. .

Each of the Laboratory's programs develops components to meet the unique
goals of the program in fulfilling long range goals for the térget population,
Instructional materials, staff development ;aterials, and parent involvement
materials are initiated and designed'within eéch system.

However, each program cooperafes with the other systems in following the
organization's basic goals, and each shares with the others in the use‘of

Laboratorv resources and the implementation of basic evaluation procedures.

Program Accomplishments

Since its inception in 1968, the Bilingual Early Childheod Programs have
progressed through the Laboratory's design, pilot, and field test stages of
development, and were completed for marketing and diffusion in 1973-74.

Based on an evaluation of data received from the many sites in which it has

-been tested, the program has accompliéhed these basic Purposes:

. to develop a sequential bilingual instructional program for
Spanish-speaking three-, four-, and five~Year-old children

. to develop staff training to insure the effective implemen-
tation of the Instructional materials

12
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. to involve the parents in their children's learning by
building on parental strengths and providing materials for
the reinforcement of program objectives in the home
The iﬁitial test site of.thé Early Childhéod Program was the Good Samar-
r itan C;nter in San Antonio, Texas, whefe éhe conceptpal d?sign took Place in
1968-69. The original design test site of the Bilingual Kindergarten Pro-
gram was in the Edgewood School District of San Antonio, in 1970-71. Each .
year, the Laboratory has added sites to test and evaluate these programs.
Final revisions of all p;ograms were completed in 1973 for commercial publi-
cation and distribution. AE this time, only the Level II and Kindergarten :

programs have been printed for commercial distribution. _ .

NUMBER OF CLASSES DURING THE SCHOOL YEAR

Level 196970 197071 1971-72 ° 1972-73 *1973-74 Total

1 14 21 42 72 56 149 °
1 12 24 105 275 _ 184 600

111 12 5 . 15 3% 66
K 10 20 82 171 283

Total 38 60 182 463 473 "1098

1
]

*pyhlisher's figures, This same visibjlity will be sought for the proposed
project on four levels: school, local(or regional), state and national.

17
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SOUTHWEST EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPMENT LABORATORY

211 EAST SEVEN"]'H STREET, AUSTIN, TEXAS 7870%  512/476-8861
¥ ‘ - '

March 14, 1974

The Southwest Educational Development Laboratory,

.under a grant from the Bureau for Education of the Handi-

capped, is beginning the development of a program for four
year old children with mild to moderate problems in learn-
ing. This program will complement the previously completed

,Level II Bilingual Early Childhood Program for four year

old children and will provide a means for mairntaining the

child with special needs within the iegular bilingual
classroom. -

In order to determine the specific needs of teachers
currently using SEDL programs, you agﬁ'asked to complete
the enclosed questionnaire and return it in the  enclosed
envelope by March 22. If some of the children in your
class have particular problems in learning not listed on
the survey, please write on the back og the survey form.

Thank you for the time spent’ compleiing the enclosed
form. Your answers to this survey will guide SEDL staff
in future development. If you are interested in receivihg
itiformation on new programs for the child.with special
problems in learning, please write your name and addtess-

3

‘Sincerely'yours,

‘:-*mx,‘(c_'a,if\fw - g

Joyce Evans, Ph.D.
Special Project Director -

u

JE/sh

22

18




11.

III.

1v,

VI.

VI1.

VIII.

B. If interested, what are you particularly interested in?

Teacher: * ,NEEDS‘SURVEt FOR ADDITIONAL DEVELOPMENT
Schuol or Center

Location:

Number of children enrolledy ___ | A .

A. How loug have rousused the SEDL program? .

B. Whicl: program are You currently uSing? Level I , Level 1I R
Level [TI __» Bilingual K . oo

C. How many years Tave you taught? a

D. What grade levels (or ages) have you taught? .

Circle the glade level =1 2.3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
and/or the age level - 2 yr. 3 yr. 4 yr.'5 yr, other

A. bo you have children in your class who have learning problems? Yes No
B. Wiaat type of problems? Visual Auditory Speech Motor
General learning*__ Other ___ ~ : °

A, Please check any of the following items which might be helpful to you:

(1) A simple, easy to administer test to identify the language preference
{Spaunish or English) of.chiildren entering the program

(2) A\ gross screening ‘instrument for the purpose of identifying children with
special learning problems -

(3) lafurmation and forms for conducting parent interviews in order to determine
the ways the child helps at home and any possible problems or concerns of
the parent

___(4) A test to identify children who have difficulty in the area of speech

B. 1f interested in any of these tests, in what language should the tests be

written? Spanish English Both Languages

A. Are you interested in administering an individual test that would enable you to
assess the child's level of ability in any of the following areas? Yes No

Which Areas: Visual Motor Auditory Ideas & Concepts Othen
B. 1f interested, in what language should the tests be written?
Spanish English . Both Languages
A. Are you interested in additional 1nstructional materials that would help the
children improve their skills? Yes No
B. If interested, what skills are of partlcuiar interest to you? Visual Motor

Auditory Ideas & Concepts __ ° . English Language _ Spanish Language

Other - . - . E— St

A. Are You interested in general information concernling problems in young children? ‘
Yes No

Are you interested in more information on other problems sych as
Attention y Cooperation Discipline - , Motivation
Other ' N :

r—— 1 ———

]

A. Are there some arcas that you feel are not being covered sufficiently
by the SEDL Program? Yes Mb ',

B, What ¢lsge would you like to see in the SEDL program?
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DEVELOPMENTAL PROCESS

The Southwest Educational Development Laboratory has evolved a

systematic process for the develgpment of educational products. The

/ .
developmental process defines six stages which comprise (1) Context analy-

sis, (2)" Conceptual design, (3) Product ﬁesign. (4) pilot test, (5) Field
iy
test, and (6) Marketing and diffusion. The summary which follows will

focus on the product design, the primary stage of this project.

-

The objectives of the first stage, context analysis, are to de-

fine the ﬁroblem, to establish its pa?amenters, to consider possible

-

solutions, and to{identify the sérategv or general aporoach which
appears to be the most promising. Tﬂe objectives of the cnndépgyal
design stage,dthe second stage, are the identification of variousk.
cpﬁponents ;nd elements of the solution strategy and the devglopm;nt
of a modelnof elements ‘and dctivities seauenced to achieve the.ob-
jecti%es of the project. . ' . -
The thir& stage of the development process, product design, ig
concerned with converting‘all exiseing research, coﬁcepiualizatﬁon,

Al

andigpécification into an initial version of a developﬁental product,

*

which incorporates specified elements and which includes enough content
of sufficient quality to be ready for testing. Such testing is cglled
design test, and its purpose is to align developmental materials to

* N

the specific needs of the target population. Design test is conducted -

-

in three cy\f‘:.les, the first of which constitutes the initial use of the o~

test product in schools. The materials are revised on the basis of the

feedback obtained from teachers and {rom curriculum developers observing

. & A
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' a’ ./ ““ + . - -
N L . ,ia ..
classroom activities., The gecond cvcle allows the 1ntr§auction of

reviged-materials into other classrooms with further ravisions beimg !

L
A "

made as indicated. The purbose of the third cycie-ts to gain limited
L . -

v [
information on student achievement as a means of developing effective

instruments for the systematic collection of such information during

“later testing. The outcome of the product des%ﬁn stage, or of the

design test, is a product Which, although still in an early stage, s

1

ready for pllot testing. L . a4 J
The objective of the pilot tegt stage is Lo test, evaluate, and

amentd individual products in ordef to improve ‘them and to enhance the

.

poténtial value of the learning svStems in which thev will he used,

This stage is usually carrled out under cﬁntrolled conditions in se~
S , . )

“lected schools neﬁr the Laboratory. The outcome of pilot test shbuld

be a‘'product that is }eady'for field fest,'the fifth“stage of }he de~ ,

velopment.process. Fleld teét is the latge scale paraliel testing of o,

\ a workif- systenm. Th%‘oﬁjectivgsﬁff field test are to determine the

ultimate utility and viability of the system under test, and to fac~ . »
] - . .

ilitate marketing and diffusion of the syéteh. Marketing and diffusion,

the sixth and final stage of the development process, follows comple~
. NN . L
tion of all domponenis of an educational system or product. The oh-

jective of this stage is to formulate and implement a plan for installing
' -

" -the product, and the outcome is the Wldespread dissemination of the pro-

"

duct or system. . o0 \

Deveiopmental products cycle and recvcle within each stage of the

¥

» - i ,
process until they are sufficiently refined to progress to the next stage. ~

A continuing evaluation system is used to measure the auality of the pro—- -
e ; 1 . . )
¢ duct. development and the progress that 1s being made In each stage. In

actual practice the procdss Is not strigtlv linedr, in that prodncts may
; . ‘ )
. 22
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be recycled back to earlier stages and different products within a
* -

leafning system may be ih varying stages of gdevelopment at any given
H . M !

time., The .cime take; to complete the process v;ties from several

weeks for a single small product to several years for a complete

learning. system, such as that proposed by the Ability Deveioﬁment

Project. . .oa C. .

e
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SPANISH/ENGLISH LANGUAGE PREFERENCE SCREENIN: (S/ELPS)

-

ABSTRACT
EVALUATION REPORT ' o
FORMATIVE EVALUATION

EVALUATION REPORT - VALIDATION

S/ELPS RECORDING FORMS
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SPANISH/ENGLISH LANGUAGE PREFERENCE SCREENING (SELPS)

Product:

i3

Pﬁrpose:

Rationale

Descripti

Progress
to date!

i

ABSTRACT

Instructional manual in English, instructionai manual in
Spanish, gquestion and recording sheets: Part I Spanish
form and Part II English form, set of & pictures.

To enable the classroom teacher of 4-year-old Mexican
American children to evaluate a child's English/Spanish
language preference at the beginning of a school year
>in a bilingual program.

[N

t " At the lLeginning of a school year, teachers need help
in determining a child's language preference in order
to know his strongest language for initial learning.

on: The S/ELPS is an objective measure of_a child's language
preference as observed in @ school enviromment. It is
designed to assist the classroom teacher in determining the
child's strongest language for initial learning in a pre-
school bilingual program. The screening is sinple to use;
it takes about 10 minutes to administer and score, and its
success depends mostly on the teacher's ability to record
the language of the child's answers correctly. The S/ELPS
should be given to all children whose home languagé may be
Spanish—--for example, children whose surname is Spanish,
children who come from a Spanish-speaking neighborhood,
children whose parents speak Spanish, and children observed
speaking Spanish in the classroom or on the playground.

In some instances the results of the screening will be
immediately clear. In other cases, it will be discovered
that, owing to a number of factors, it is not always casy Lo
tell which is the child's strongest language, Results of
the screening should reveal the following four categories of
language ability: monolingual, bilingual, bilingual mixing
English and Spanish, and uncdtegorizable due to cultural
expectations or other factors. ’

The S/ELPS has been administered to a total of 97 children
through three cycles of design test and revisions., .These

cycles have also included: external consultant review of the
manual and test items, external cansultant review and evaluation
of 10 audiotapes, and test administration in English only and
Spanish only, to determine equivalency of the two parts of

the test. The S/ELPS has also been validated with a sample

.of 4-year-old Mexican American children in Austin, Texas.

29
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Additional

Field test of the revised version with 4-year-old
development: Mexican American children.

Pilot and Field test of the revised version with
! : 5~ and 6-year-old Mexican American children.
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EVALUATION RERQRT .
CUARACTERISTICS OF GROUPS OF MEXICAN—AMERICAN FOUR~YEAR-OLD

CHILDREN CLASSIFIED AS PRIMARY ENGLISH SPEAKERS, PRIMARY SPANISH
SPEAKERS, OR BILINGUAL CHILDREN

£

I. fﬁtroduction

The S/ELPS is an experimental screening device designed to provide an
objective measure of a child's laqguaée preference-~English, Spani.h, or
Bilingual. During the design test stage of instrumint development, all deci-
slons as to language preference were made by a professionally trained bilin-
gual diagnostician whose d;cisions were made in an overall "clinical" sense

3
rather than by counting the number of (correct) responses made 1ﬁ the two
languages of administration. The ultimate purpose, however, is that, with
additionai development, this instrument can be used by untraiﬁed teachers in
assessing the language preference of young children in a classroom setting.
In order to accomplish this goal, a less sophisticated, wmore mecha;ical
procedure is needed for declslon-making since teachers are not trained to
take into account such variables as phonologlcal influence or syntactical
structure in making decisions regarding language preference.

A total of ninety-six four~year-old Maxican American children in Child
Incorporated Day Care Centers were administered the S/ELPS. Of these, 78
were administered the S/ELPS in "standard" form a;d 18 were administered the
instrument in an altered form. The "standard" adwinistration format consists
of testing the child first in Spanish, and then in English. The child's
responses to both the Spanish and the English portions of the séreening test
were coded as: (1) No Response, (2) Gesture or Non—VerBal Response, (3)
Single Word Verbal Response, (4) Sentence or Phrase Verbal Response, or (5)
Extended Talk. In addition, all verbal responses were coded as tu whether

the response was given in English, in Spanish, or in a mIxture of both

31
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languages. A copy of the instrument with its attached scoring section

L

may be found in Table 1.

Although the face validity would indicate that the two sections of the .

test are 2f equal difficulty (parallel forws), this contention is still in
the prOc?gg of being verified at this time. | |

The fallowing descriptive characteristics of thé children's responses
aré presented in order to set some guldzlines for further Iinstrument develop-
ment, scoring procedures, and for decision-making by nén—professionals.
Forty-six of the seventy-eight children administered the S/ELPS iﬂ "standard"
form weré classified as being prim&rily English-speakers; fwenty—tw; were
classified as being primavrily Spanish—épeakers; and ten were classified as
being Bilingual. The remaining 18 children were fested with an altered
version of the instrument desiéned to test for equivalency of the two

.

portions of the instrument.

II. Describtive Statistics
The "No Response" rate among children classified as English speakers

was 11%, among Spanish speakers was 10%, and among Mixed was 4% (see Table 2).

Looking closer at the "No Response” classification among English speakers,

it was observed that 98% of "No Response" reactions ;ere given to the

Spanish language portion of the test and only 2% to the English language

portion. Thus, virtually all failures to respond among English spe;kers

were to questions or commands in Spanish. For the "No Response" classifica-

tion among Spanish speakers, 38% were in response to the Spanish language

port}on of the test and 62% ;ere in response to the English language por-

tion of the test, indicating a strong tendoncy for more fallurea to rempownd

to the Ungilsh than to.the Spanish portion of the test. (wi the "No Reaponae®

classification (only 4%) among Mixed language apeakers, 71% were In

28 i
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response to the Spqnish language portion and 297 in response to the English

language portion. However, all but one of the failures to respond to the
Spanish version were obtained {rom ohe child. Thus these proportions
probably do ﬁot accurately reflect the proportions which would be found with

;; a larger sample.

1

The percentage éf "Gesture" responses among ggi{dren diagnosedféé
/ﬂ\\ primary English Speakers was 20%, among primarif§ Spanish speakers wqg\ég%,
. and among Mixed was 23% (see Table 2). Among primary English speakers, 47%

of the "Gesture" responses were to the Spanish languag¢ portions and 53%

s were to the Engiish language portipn of the test. Among primary Spanish
speakers, 50% of "Gesture" responses were to the Spanish portion, and 50%
were to the English por;ion of the test. Among children clgssified as Bi-

‘ lingual or Mixed, again, 50% of 'Gesture’ responses were to the Spanish
portion and 50% were to the English porFiqn of the test. Thus, the relative
proportion of gestures given as responses to the Spanish and to the English
administration of the test did not differ with the preferred language of the .
group. ' ’ ’

Among the group of primary English speakers, in 68% of all cases verbal
responses of some nature were made (whether single words, phrases, sentences,

€ or exten&ed talk). Of these yerbal responses, 98% were given in English and

only 2% wexre in Spanish, disregarding the language in which the two portions

rn\ of the test were administered. Forty-four percent of the English-speaking
children's total responses were to the Spa;ish administration and 567 were
in response to the English adminiseration. In response to the Spanish
administration of the test, 63% of the chlldren's verbaldzations in Fnglish
consisted of single words, 30X were gentences Oof phrases, and 6¥ conslsted

i

of extended talk. When the children responded in Spanish ton the Spanish
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administration, iOOé of verbalizations consisted of single word responses.
When respondingQin English ta the English portion of the test, 33% of the
children's verbalizations consisted of single words, 47% consisted of
sentences or phrases, and 20% consisted of extended talk in English. When
the children responded in Spanish to the English portion of the test (¥=2
responses), 50% of verbalizations consisted qf sentences or phrases and

L3

50% consisted of extended talk in Spanish.

Among the group of children classified zs primary épanish speakers, in
647 of all cases verbal responses of some sort were made. Of these verbal
gesponaes, 647 were made in Spanish and 377% were in qulish. 0f the total
amoﬁ;t of verbalization, 54Z of all response; were made to the Spanish
portio; of the test and 46% to the English portion. When. the clhiildren re-
sponded to the Spanish portion of the test in English, 76% of the verbaliza~
tions consisted of single words, 18% of sentences orlphrases, and 6% of
extended talk in English (N=1), When the children responded in Spanish to
the Spanish portion of the test, 38% of the verbalizations consisted of
single yords, 44% of phrases or sentences, and 117 of extended talk in
Spanish. When these children responded to the English portion of the test
in Enéiish, 35% of thelr verbalizations consisted of single words, 38% of
sentences or phrases, and 7% of extended talk in English. When theay re~
sponded to the English portion of the test in Spanish, 38% of their verbaliza-
tion consisted of single words, 53% of phraées or sentencés, and 8% of
exéended talk in Spanish.

Turnihg finally to the children diagnosed as Aixed language preference
or PRllingual, in 73% of all cases, verbal responses of some nature:ﬁero
made. This Is slightly higher than either the primary English speakers
(68%) or the primary Spanish speakers (64%), Fifty-three perceut of all
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verbal responses of some nature were made in English and 47% of responses
were In Span}sh. Forty-eight percent of all responses were made to the
Spanish portion of the test, regardless of the language of the responses;
and 527% of all responses were made to the English portion of the test.

When the children responded to the Spanish portion of the test in English
(N=1), 100% of responses consisted of a single word. When they responded
toithe Spanish portion of the test in Spanish; Azz.of the verbalizations
consisted of single words, 49% of phrasesﬁo; sentences, and 9% of extended
talk In Spanish. When the ghildreﬁ re;ponded to the English portion of the
test in English, 29% of their verbalizations consisted of singie words,

44% of sentences or phrases, and 27% of extended talk in English. WNo child
in this group responded verbally at all in Spanish to the English portion og
the test. These results may be found in Table 3. .

Looki;g at the data from a slightly different viewpoint, it is note-
worthy to examine the percentage of responses in Spanish to the Spanish
portion of the test and the peréentage of English ‘responses to the English
portion of the test among the Lhree groups of children. To the Spanish por-
tion of the test, among English speakérs, only three per;ent of the verbal
responses were In Spanish. Among children diagéosed as Spanish speakers,

87% of the verbal responses té the Spanish portion were in Spanish; and among
children diagnosed as Mixed preference, 99% of responses to the Spanish
portion were in Spahish. Thus, looking only .at the language of the responses
to the Spanish pértion of the test, English speakers stand out quite vi;idly.
However, primary Spanish speakers and Mixed or Bilingual children do not
differ that greatly. Let us next examine the language gf the responses given

to the English portion of the test. Among children classified as primary

English speakers, 99% of thelr responses to the English portion of the test
P
390
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were In English. Among childrgn classified as primary Spanish speakers, 64%

of thelr responses to the English portion of the test were in English.

. Finally, amoug children classified as Mixed or Bilingual, 1007 of their

responses to the English portion of the test were in English. Should this
péttern turn out!to be a reliable one in a larger study, then this criterion
may be a useful one in accuratelg classifying young children as to preferred
language. ‘That 1s, chiidren who respond almost exclusively in English to
the Spanish and thg English portion of the test would most likely be clas~-
sified (by a professional) as primary English speakers. Children who respond
to the Span{sh version almost exclusively in Spanish, and to the English
version almost exclusivelyJin English, would be likely to be classified

(by a proéessional) as Mixed in their language preference. Children who
respond primarily in Spanish to-the Spanish portion of the test, and also
utilize a sizable amount of Spanish in responding to the English portion of

the test will most likely be classified as primary Spanish speakers.

I1I. Summary of Findings

A. Response Charapteristics Which Differentiate the Three Grou?s.
1. "No Responsé" Category. Virtually all failqyes to respond

among children classified as primary English speakers were
to the Spanish portion of the test. Over 60% of the failures
to respond among children classified as primary Spaﬁish
speakers were to the English portion of the test, There were
few failures to respond among children classified as Mixed
preference. This may turn out to be a characteristii of
truly Bilingual children, but with the small sample of Mixed
preferencevchildfen, this 4% failure to respond cannot be

4

*  considered a reliable criterla at thls time,
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2. Language of Response in RelFtion to Language of Administr?tion.
Children classified as primary English speak;rs responded
almost exclusively in English to both the English and thel
Spanish portions of the test. Children classified as Mixed
in language preference responded almost exclusively in Spanish
to the-Spanish portion and exclusively in English to the English
portion. Children classified as.primary Spanish speakers did
not as a group exhibit suEh clearcut ;haracte;istics as did the
other two groups. Though 87% of their responses to the Spanish
version were in Spanish, -only 36% of their responses to the
English version were in Spanish.

3. Percentage of Total Verbal Responses in English and in Spanish,

- L]

For the children classified as primary English spegkers, 8%

——

of all of their responses ?ér; in English. For-éﬁé;ihildren
classified as primary Spanish speakers, 37% of their total
> ’ » .
responses were in English. Among those children classified
as Mixed or Bilingual, 53% of their total verbal responses
were in English.)
B. Resﬁonse CharaEteristics Which Did Not Differentiate the fhree Groups.

1, Gestures. It could be reasonably hypotbesized that a chiid
would tend to give more non-vétbal ("gesture") responées to
questions or commands in the language with which he was least‘-
familiar. This was not the case. In all three groups of
children, around one-half of the gestures were in response t6
the English portion and the other half were in response to the

Spanish portion of the test. This may be due to the fact that

part of items 1 and 2 did not necessarily require verbal re~
”» 1,
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33




f
sponses und gestures were acceptable means of exﬁression. .

In the majority of Eases, geSCureé were not used by the chil™ ' ‘
dren to replace required verbal responses to the other se;cions ‘

of the test, C J
Percentage of S8ingle Word Responses in Relation to Senccnceé/ '

Phrases and to Extended Talk in the Two Languages. When both

English and Spanish speakers responded in English to the

Spanish portion of the test, the greatest perce;cage of responses

(63%, ?62)’conéisted of single words, followed by Phrases/

Sentences (30%, 18%) and f£inally by extended talk (Gz, 6%). VWhen

both groups responded’in English to the English portion of the

test, the gredtest percentage of responses consisted of sentences/

phrases (%7%, 58%), followed by si;gle word résponses (33%, 35%),

and finally by extended talk (20%, 7%). The group ciassified ‘

as Mixed responded in a quiﬁe similar manner,  In exa;ining

the nature of Span}sh verbal responses to the Spanish portion

of the test, data obtained from the children glassified.aé* ' , ]

English hpéakers could not be considered since virtually no
responses were given in Spanish. Howéver in bhoth éhe primarf .
Spanish speakipg group and the Mixed group, the largest
pércenCage of responses consisted of phrases or senCeﬁces

(44%, 49%), followed by single word responses (382; 42%), and -
by extended talk in Spanish (11%, 9%Z). Comparisons could not

be made for Spanish responses to the Englisﬁ portion of the '
test since only children Llas;ified as primarily Spanish

speakers responded in this manner¢ (Thus, responding in

Sponish to the English portion of the test is probably an excel-

lent diagnostic indication of the predominant Spanisl speaker.) | *
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3. PercenCage»of Total Verbal'Responges (iiven ”to the Spanish and
to the English_Porcion of c:; Test. A seemingly reasonable
hypothesis might be cﬁac a child would give h greater percentage
of his total verbal respounses to the-porcibﬁ of the test
administered in ghaf lanéhage’which he preferred aﬁd yichthich
he was the most familiar. Thig“héweﬁer, was not the case.
Lpproximately.haLf of the responses for all ch;ee groués were-
given to the English version and the ochei half to the Spanish

version.

C. Additional Obsprvations Regaxding Language' Performance

a) 19 Eh ldren out of 78, or approximately 25%, gave some

- the questions and express himself freeliy.

b) Of these 19 children, 14 were classified as primarily

English speakers. . Their unrelated answers wefe in" English

I

to Item a quescionshih'Spanish only.-

0

¢) The’ remaining 5 children respond;d with unrelated answers '
to Item a‘of thé English portion. Of these, 1 child is
. ' ¢lagsified as ptimarily an English ﬁpeqﬁer, 2 children
] )

are classified as Spanish speakers, and’2 azre considered

to be Mixed. Of the latter, 1 responded inaccuraéely in

Spanish and 1 in Enélish; these sane c¢hildren also responded
8

* inaccurately to Item a of the Spanish portion of the tost,

: 39 : \
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2. Anothwr factor ln considering the verbal and nonverbal re-
sponses of the children, 48 that some responses did not .
require comprehension of any language and language analysis

L~]
. depended exclusively on their speech produetion. For in- _ ~

I

stance, item 2 in both parts of the test réquires the child SR

to take toys out of a box and talk about them; if he understands

Fl . [

Spapish, he readily comprehends the task and respond§ in -
varying degrees, Hhep he is asked xo repeat the actionlan§H°
discuss similar toys in the English section, he has already
done At in'sﬁqgish and understands that the same pgﬁce;s is (

\ . ' to be repeated, although he may not understand ihe specific
directives. This applies toﬂche English speaking cgild.as well,
who t.;hen'firsr. ex[;os;.d in'eSpan;i.sh to the bog{ with j:OyS may not

understand the directives, but will realize intuitively that

-

.l he is supposed to commgnt on them once he has taken t:hem out

of the box. When he reaches the Engllsh section, he undkﬁbtands

the directions in any case. Classification of his language

preference, .therefore, Is not necessarily related to his per— .
formance at this point, but relies instead on his expressive ] » B

. 7

ability in responding'tq épeéific questions of what; what for,

what can you do with, etc. in which there must be previous '

N receptive competence in the 1anguage of administration. . . :
’ N ] - ]
3. A third factor is the expressive language 6} the biliﬁéual

’

) " “child ‘whose performance varies from mixing English and Spanish Lot

, . in his speech, regardless of language of administration, to -

- " A n
: . \ . .

the ehild who'rgspricts his language expression to English or

. Spanisﬁ, in agreement with the Langﬁagé of administiation, - P
" " L

O [ . . . ! . ’ b
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~IV. Equivalence of Spanishk and English Versions. -

¥

(See Table 4.) The proportion of responses of diffevent type elicltaed by

..Fifteen children responded in mixed Englfsh/Spanish to the - -~
Spavnish administration; six children EESPonded in mixed Engliéh/

Spanieh to the English administrationi_aﬁd seven children re- |

*sponded in mixed Englishfépanish to bgtﬁ portions of the test,

L ¥
regardless of the language of administration. However, their

aNEWRTS Wevre adeduafe and revealed an understanding of the - - L
language used for questioning,’ In mdst instances, .the Mixed

expressive language consivteﬁ primarily of insevting English

labels into Spanish syntex.

1
L)
- * - ]

! ’ .
1 This instrument was adminigtered to 18 children in &n experimental manner '

of tha tesr. The Spanizh portion of thf test was translated inte English

and the English portion of the test was ;ranslate& into Spanish. Then the
test was administefed to ten children totally in Engiish and to eight chil-

dven tofally in Spanish. This was done in order to determine whether.or not '
T e . , {
any differences in the form of tHe responses to the two versions of the ,

teést wasz dye to differences “in item diffiCU1tY with reapect to eliciting /

veerhal - responsebc *The ,'Spanish" portxon, whether admlnistered in its j"
erigidal language, or its English translation was always administeved firsty
. !
A tentative examination of ‘the r35ponses to the “Spanish" portion (adminis-fa
, ;

’
tered both in Spawish and in English) in conparison to responsns to the '
& 4 * -

"English" portion (administered both in-anlish and 'in Spanish) gave no ;

indication of any differences in item difficulty between the two portions.
LN % . :

Y

supposedly equivalent irems in éhe two portions of Lhie test were exum%mcd
* »

Qo 3

. incorder to detexmine the equivalency of the Spanish and English portions :




_('»
s

[ v '
-
-

separately in arriviug at this conclusion. That is responses to Item la~-

~t

Spanish portion were compared to responses to Itaﬂ\la——English portion, etc.

L] .
Ignoring individual item responses, there were two overall differences in

proportion of responses. To the "English” version of the test (whether ad- ‘
& ministered in English or in Spanish) ther~ were more” "Gesture" responses i
giVen than to the "Spanish" version (whether administered Iin English or iIn \
Spanish). To the "Spanish" portion of the test, there were more "Single \
word”" responses given than were given to the "English" portion of the test. |
There were no differences between the two portions with respect to incidents

v of "No Response” sentence/phrase responses, or extended talk. (See Table 5.)

V. Degree of Agreement Between Teacher Estimate of Child's Language
Preference and Language Preference as Diagnosed Uti%izing.The S/ELP§
’ . Prior to the administration pf the S/ELPér the teachers in the 5 class-
¢ Tooms were asked to indicate thelr sstimate of the fanguage prefe;ence of \
each‘child (English, Spanish, or Mixed). _All teachers In the five experi- ' j\\/
méntal‘classrooms were completely bilingual in Spanish and in Eng}ish. \

The teachers original , classifitation was then compared to the child's

classification according to the S/EL?S. For purposes of this comparison,

. the data from all 96 chlldren tested (whether in stahdard or in altered

form) was utilized. Ninety~four of the ninety-six children tested with the
S/ELPS were also nlassified by the teachszfv In classroom A-L, fiftcen of
the twensy chiidren (75%) were classifisd by the teacher in the same manner
.as was tﬁp S/ELPS derived classification. In classroom A-A, 18 of 21 chil-
dren "(86%) were classified in the sams manner by the two methods. 1In class~

room C-E, 13 of 18 children (72%) were classified in the same manner by '

both methods. In classroom C-S, 17 out of 20 children (85%) were

Q . 18 - ,
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classified in the same manner by both methods. Finally, in classroom R~P,
13 out of 15 children (87%) were cléssifieq in the same manner. Across all
"classrooms, 76 children (81%) were classified in the same magner by the
teacher and by the S/ELPS. Thus 18 children (or 19%) were "incorrectly"
classified by teachers. Of those children where there was lack of agreement
as to classification, 11 (or 12%) were incorrectly classified by the teacher
as primarily English speakers. Of these children, seven were classified by
S/ELPS results as primarily Spanish speakers, and four were classified as
Mixed or Bilingual. Five of che ch}ldren (5%) were incorrectl& classified
as pfimarily Spanish speakers by the teacher. Of these, two were classified
as English speakers by the S/ELPS and three were classified as Mixed. Two
of the children (2%) were incorrectly classified as Mixed or Bilinguai b?
the teacher. Both of these children were classified as primarily Spanish
speakers by the S/ELPS.

Thus the greatest rate of disagreement as to language preference clas-
sification was among children classified by the teaﬁher as primarily English
speakers. However, only 17% of children classified by teachers as English
speakers were classified in another category by the S/ELPS. This‘is
cqmpared to 22% of teacher-classified Spanish speakers and 33% of teacher
classification aS‘Bilinéual. X : '

"1t appears that the use of the S/ELPS by the teacher may well reduée
the 19% misclassification found in?chis study. This, of course, ig assuming

i
the classification by the S/ELPS is a more accurate wmeasure of language

preference than 1s teacher Judgment. The data comparing language preference
classification by the S/ELPS to that of teacher judgmont may be found In .

Table 6.
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Of the 18 cases of misclassification (or at least lack of agreement

~ between teacher and S/ELPS) in 13 instances the teacher es;imated that

_che child had more English skills chan did che S/ELPS~derived escimation.,
o‘rhac is, the teacher tended co race Spanish sﬁeakipg and bilingual children
F' as anlisﬁ speakers and Spanish speaking children as being bilingual. In
only five inscances was the misclassificationlin the opposite direction--
English speakers classified as Spanish-speakers or as Bilingual by the
teacher. Thus; even among bilingual cteachers, there is ; tendency to
overestimate the child's English language skills, whether expressive or

receptive.

-

VI. Degree of Agreement Between Teacher Estimate, S/ELPS Estimate, and

Classification Made by Ouctside Experc.

The children's responses té the S/ELES were audio-taped. A consultant,
who is a native Mexican-American bilingual and an.gxpert in the area of
Linguistics, Qas aéked to listen to ten selected ;apes and decide on this
bagis whether ch; child was primarily an English ;peaker, a Spanish‘speéker,
or was Bilingual. The consultant had available a copy. of the test quescioaﬁ\
but was not told how responses were coded or scored. \

Of the ten tapes analyzed, eight were those in **iich the S/ELPS classi- \
fication agreed with ch#c of the teachers (five English speakers and three \\
Spanish speakers). In one case, the S/ELPS classified as a Spanish speaker
a child who had been classified as an English speaker by the teacher; and
in the other case the S/ELPS clagssified as Mixed a child classified by the
teacher as alSpanish gpeaker. In seven of the ten cases, the classification

made by the consultant agreed with the S/ELPS-derived classificacion. Four

of the these weve for English speakers, two were Spanish speakers, and one

44
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was Mixed. Of special interest are the three disagreeements between the
consultant’s classification and the S/ELPS~derived classification. There
are three factors thas should be'discussed prior to arriving at conclusions
concerning any disagreements. First, the consultant was not able to view
the child and hi% non-verbal behavior. Second, the administrator of tﬁe
S(EEPS'classified the child as to which language would be most beneficial
to him.£g£ instructional purposes. -The‘consultant classified the child as
to dominant expressive language, period. -FIEETT , this consultant had not
had any pré;ious experience with preschool children prior to hi; analysis
of the audio-tapes. In one case the S/ELPS data resulted in classification
of the child as primarily an English speaker, while the consultant classified
the child as Mixed. XIn the second case, the S/ELPS classification was that
of a predominant Spanish speaker, while the consultant classification waé

Mixed. In the last case, the S/ELPS classification was that of a predominant
Spanish speaker, and the consultant classification was that of a predominant
English speaker. In this last case, unlike other testing sessions,-the
administrator was the teacher, who uséd much English verbal reinforcement
during the Spanish administration. Xt is interesting to note that, in the
case of these ten children, there was greater agreement between teacher and
S/ELPS-classiTication than between S/ELPS and consultant classification.

This may be due in paft to a more similar orientati?n of the teacher and the
S/ELPS administrator, and in part to the fact that the teacher and the

S/ELPS adwministrator were both able to observe the whole child responding,
not just to listen to his verbal production. Data on the degree of agreement
between teacher classification, S/ELPS classification, aEd consultant clas~-

sification may be found in Table 7.
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Consultant's Criteria for Determining Language Preference

£ - £

P ' The consultant providéd SEDL with the following general criteria for
eétimating a child’s language preference:

1, TIs the child more verbal in Spanish or in English?

2. Does he appear to comprehend Spanish'better than English, or
vice-versa?

3. Does the child answer Spanish questions in English or in Spanish?

4, Does he answer English questions in English or in Spanish?

5. Does the child appear more at ease in one language than the other?

6., Is he more flucnt in one language or in the other?

7. Does the child answer appropriately in each language?

8. Is there any evidence of elements af one lgnguage in the other?
For exam?le, words, sounds, word order, word endings, intonation.

9. Does the child mix English and Spanish when the questions are all

B

in English or all in Spanish?
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TABLE 1

) PR AL P S TN LY )
Name Date 1 Tha f L L
Examiner Center
*
: Spanish/English Language Preference Screening
Indicate Spanish or English responses
PART I . by (8) or (E) in appropriate column’
@ E ol )
w o 3 Y
g wle lo dglo o
[+ = L 33“:2 o
o al olww T} E
ESPAROL o9 8598 §lE 3
. - Q| 2 mlﬁu Q
L. a) (Como te llamas? .
b) (Te gusta lg escuela?

c)

¢Qué te gusta hacer en la escuela?

?. Enséfiele al nifio las tres cajas.

a)" Mira, aqui est@n unas cajas. ,
Dime cuadl es la caja vegllhe,
la caja-azul, E
la caja roja.
b) Bueno, abre E€sta (apuntando hacia
la azul).

Permitale al nifio que juegue con los
objetos de la caja y higale al nifio,
estas preguntas, No insista si no
puede responder.

¢) (Qué ves adentro?

d) Saca las cosas.

e) ¢{Quz son?

f) ¢Para qué sirven?

g) tQué puedes hacer con &ste?

, (Repita con los otros objetos.)
b. Los cuadros:

a) (Pihata party): Muy bien. Ahora
mira este cuadro. Dime qué ves
alli.

TQué estan haciendo?

iQue es esto? (apunte hacia el palo
que el nifio tiene en la mano)

{Para qué es?’

b) (Amusement park): Bien. Ahora
vamos a ver este cuadro. Dime

qué ves alli.

;Ddnde estan?

iQué estzn haciendo?

{Que tiene ¢l nifio en la mano?
iY¥ la nina?

47

43




~ TABLE 1, continued

‘ S DITERIM, .
Name Date ‘ ERTAL USE ONLY - S.£D.
Examiner : Center > .

Spanish/English Language Preference Screening -

Indicate Spanish or English responses
PART 11 by (S8) or (E}, in appropriate column

]
=

hrase or

ENGL ISH

NGO
response
Gesture
Single
word
Eentence-
Extended
talk
Coments

a) How old are you?
b) Do you have any brothers or sisters?
c) What do you like to do at home?

Show the child the three boxes,

a) Tell me which is the blue box,
the red box,
the green box.

b) Good. Now open this one .
(pointing to the green box). )

Allow child to €ake the objects out
of the box and look at them, Ask
him questions about them but do not
insist if he does not answer.
¢) What do you see? ] ;
d) What are they? )
e) What are they for?
£) What can you do with this one?
(Point to the car.) -
g) And this one? (point to another
‘' toy.) ‘ . ,
(Repeat with the other objects.) 2 "

The pictures:

a) (Drive-In): Good. Now let's look
at this picture. What do you see?
Where are they?

What_are they doing?
What is this? (peint to the
microphone in the- car)

b) (Playground) Very good. Now .
lec's look at this piccture.

What do you see?

What are they doing?

Where are the girls?

What is this? (point to the swing).
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Table 2

Frequency and Percent of No Response and Gesture Rbsponses of’ Three

Groups of Children to tlie Spanish and English Language Portion

of the S/ELPS

4

-y

45

"|Classified as Eng- | Classified as Span- [Classified as Mixed-
iResponse | Languapge of lish Speakers (N=46)| ish Speakers (N=22) |Bilingual (N=10)
Type Administration N Percent N  Percent N Percent

fg .
No Spanish 89 98% 15 38% 5 T1%
[Response | English 2 2% 24 627 2 29% ¢ y
Total 91 1% 39 10% T WL
(of total) (of total) (of total)
Spanish 715 47X 50 50% 20 50%
Gesture English 84 534 S1 5074 19 50%
Total 159  20% 101 26% 39 23%
(of total) {of total) (of total)
49




Table 3 ’ L,

. Frequency snd Percent of Yerbal Responses of Three Groups of Ghildren
to the Spunish and English Languege Portioms of the S/ELPS

y

Classified as Eng- Classified as Span- Classified as Mixed-

Lanppuage of l*ish Speakers (N=46) Speakers (N=22} Bilingoal (H=10)
. Administration ] Percent M Percent N Percent
- o
27 |spanish 230 972 17 132 1 12
@ @ s .
7 2% lengltsh |- 304 99% 72 642 84 1002
m Ouwl ) :
* 88 8 lrotal 534 98%; 89 3% 65 532
G
2" . |spanish 7 32 117 87% 57 992
U o
L T I
) - English 2 1% o 40 6% 0 0z
- 3 n, Ig
o ¢ 6 [Total 9 . 2% 153 64% © 57 472
[N -]
o - . o
. -l
‘ E & [spanich . 146 63% 13 767+ | 100%
R '
dL 0 English 100 33K 25 352 + 18 29%
Y™ 9_ 0 .
EEEY
T,
1]
Eaa | ' :
L ¢ [Spanish 68 - oz 3 182 0 ox.
A
~3 & |English |. 144 47% 42 582 29 44%
h g '
.!_o.m
:.; L
= = L
'g_'-i Spanizsh . 14 6% 1 6% 0 0%
o B -
‘5§ 8 [Fnglish 60 20% 5 7% 17 27%
o X G -
B [ TR -
4 0
-
B '
oy . [Seanish \ 7 looZ 43 8% 1 Y Y ¥ 1
-]
~ W& {Enplish 0 0% 15 30% 0o, w-
"0‘ o O *
= wm
® .
s -
bt
£8 . Spanish 0 0% 52 44% 29 49%
~ g ‘s" . . \1‘
SuE Lnglish 1 50% 21 53% 0 -
=2 I ="
w0
:“.'f ' ¥
g = -
o B |SPanish 0o -1 13 11% 5 9%
C
'y 3:» English . 1 50% 4 9% 0 0%
&% e
Ll
=1
8" :
Lo oo {Spanlah 237 &40 134 s4% 58 48>
S P ’
§ 4 g Lish 306 50% 1312 462 64 . s2%
] - »
EEE &0 -




AN e

o'

r)

W Table 4

Response Characteristics For Special Administration of S/ELPS--
Item Comparisons

item No Response Gest;are Single wor;:l Fhrase/Sentence Extended Talk
1a-Span 1 0 17 0 0

. la-Eng 2 . | 4 | 9 2 . 0
1b=Span - -0 ‘. 6 12 0 0
1b-Eng 0 4 o ¢ 2 3
le-Span 1 | -0 6 8 : ¥
le-Eng ' 0 1 5 7 5
2a-b~8pan & ' 12 2 0 0
2a-b-Eng 0 18 0 0 0
2¢-Span 0 T o “ 15 3 0
2c-Eng 0 0 13 6 0
2d-$pan 0 0 8 7 3
2d-Eng 1 v 1 3 7 4
3a'-‘5pan' 0 0 1 14 3
3a-Eng 0 0 4 8 6
3b-Span 0 0 2 4 ’ 10
3b-Eng 0 0 3 6 9

i,
- i
Q
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Table 5

Response Characteristics For Special Administration of S/ELPS—;
Total Instrument

Total

S\

T

[N

No Response

ﬂanguage of Administration

English  Spanish
2 . 4
2 2
4 6

Total osingle

-

Word Responscs

Language of Administration

Englishh  Spanish
34 29
23 24
57 53
Total

Extended Talk

63
47

Language of Administration

English |, Spanish
11 8
16 11
197

27

19
27

(]|
oo

o
o
]

=

Original
Language
=
=
[1=]

L7z
=
o -
=

Original
Language
=1
=1
[1=]

Total

Gestures
2

Language of Administration

"

Euglish Spanish
10 8

- 16 12
26 20

Total Scntence/

Language of Administration

Phrase Responses

English Sp%Pish
23 15
23 15
46 30

18

28

38 .

38
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. Classroom A<L
Teacher
s/ E 8 M
E i .
L E 11 1 Q
P
. S 8 2 i A 0
M 1.1 0
75% agreement
™ . Claszroom C-E
' Teacher
s/ E S M
E
L E 7 U Q
p -
S S 2 4 0'
M 34 0 2
724 agreement
Classroo ‘R—P
Teacher
s/ - (E S M
E R I
L E| -10 0 0
P .
s s ol 1 2
' M 0 0 2

87% agreement

y ¥

Con

Table 6

Comparison of Tcacher Estimate of Child's Language Preference
with S/ELPS-Derived Language Preference Classification

Classroem A-A

Teacher
s/ E S M
E . 3y 3
L E 121. 0 0
P ’_.
$ S 3 6 Q
. M Q 0 .0

86% agreement

Classroom C-8

Teacher
s/ E S M
E I‘N
L E L4 1 0
P
S 8 0 3 0
M 0 2] o0 |
85% agreement
Total Classrooms
Teaéhers
s/ E S. M
E . :
L E 54 2 0
P .
» 8 S 7118 2
M| & 3 & |

8l%Z agreement
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Table 7

by S/ELI'S Administrator, and by Consultant

Teacher
Classification

English
Spanish
Spanish
éngliéh
English
English
English
.Spanish

E Elish

ot

S/ELPS
‘Classification

English
‘Spanish
Spanish

English

N\

~

Spanisﬁ

English

English

3

Spanish

English

. Mixed

Agreement Between Language Preference Classification’by

"

-

r

Teacher, &

- -

Consultant
Clagsification

* “Mixed g
Eng1ish '
Mixed

English

:  Spanish

‘Engligh‘ l
English
Spaﬁish
English

* Mixed
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- T FORMATIVE EVALUATION ‘1
|

- Please put down your reactions to the test ‘as completely as you can aft;r
* . you rave used Lt on the childreén. your

If you wwould like to talk about
reactions, please call Paola.Zinnecker, 476-686), extension 349.

- S/ELPS Reaction Form for Teachers |

1. Hee long did it take

you to give the test and mark the form for each
child? (How many minutes?)

|
. .o %

10 minuces

10 to 15 minutes
20 winutes

_ominutes
! 2. 1Is there anything that should be taken out or added to the test?
yes no"
conmenty s

in Spanish or in English?

yes . o

TEACHER'S MANUAL

il

4., 1Is there anything in the teai?er's manual that was not clear?

- yes no . '

Y
—— . - ;
- + Y
comi:ents?
1 .

Does the test glve you enough information to know whether to begin teachiﬂg

\
CONTENT OF ITIMS B .

5.

te any ol the questions too hard for this group of ch:i.ldren?h {If so,
1uich onc(j) .




" NATERTALS.

6. Did you understand all the test questions? (If not, which ones?)

7. This test has two forms (Spanish and English). Is the content of. the two
forms equally hard for the children to answer? .

Spanish questions are harder
English questions are harder
Spanish and English questions are about the, same

FORM (ANSWER SHEET)

8. “Is the answer‘EEEet easy to fill in? -

1

9. 1Is the answer sheet easy to understand?

v

”

f
10. Would you add any other items to the answer sheet?

PR

1 s
11, Would it be hard for teachers to colléﬁt,the materials?

containers \f ;
_.. toys /
I

12. Vere the materials very helpful in gettﬂpg cﬁiidren to talk?
- Illl

|

I}

]
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EVALUATION REPORT - VALIDATION

The B.E.H. Special Praject Staff was faced in January with the task of
testing 99 unfamiliar fcur-year-olds, of qhom somé spoke Spanish, some English,
and some beth languages. ‘The problem wasr%ne of determining the bekter language
for initial insFruction. The teachers' judgements were deemed unsuitable for
this purpose because some childrén had been in the classes only a brief time,
and becadse English was the chief classroom language beforg‘the introduction of
tﬁé BECP, Level II program. Furthermore, SEDL's experience with bilingual pro-
.é;ams In ﬁeneral has been that teacher judgements of lanéu;ge dominance are often

erroneous or unreliable. Therefore, it was necessary to develop an instrument

which would provide an estimate of language preference for each child.

Instrument Description

The Spanish/English ianguage Preference Screening is an objective measure

kY

i\

of a preschpol child's language preference as observed in a school environment.
!
It is designed to assist the classroom teacher in determining a new child's

skrongest language for initial learning in a preschool hilingual program. The
) \

S/ELPS was developéd for children whose home language may be Spanish. The
screening discriminates among children in three categories: childrer who pre-
fer English, children who prefer Spanish and bilingual children (i.e., those
children who seém to understand and exptesé themselves equally well in both
languages and children who mix English and Sﬁanish in their speech).
TheISfELPS was deggloped by linguistic specialists and speech patholo-
'\gists wﬁo were exﬁé;zg;ced in working with bilingual preschool children. The

instrument is designed to be individually administered by a bilingual teacher.

N |
No special training aside from familiarity with the test manual is required,

N | 57
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The_féét kit contains a test manual, scoring sheets, and pictures. The neces-
sar§ toys are to be acquired by the examiners. The total instrument is com-
posed of two parts. Part I is administeréd in Spanish and Part Il 1is adminiatered
in English.

The Spanish part consists of 22 items and the English part consists of 20

items. The response to each jitem is classified inco one of five categories

according to the judgment of the examiners. Category 1 is "no response," cate~

I n

gory 2 is "gesture," category 3 is "wrong response, Eategory 4 is "1 or

" and category 5 represents a response of several words or a sentence.

2 words,
Skould category 4 or 5 be appropriate, the examiner must record the language(s)’
in which the child responds, (by writing an "E" for English responses, an "E/S"
or a "S/E" for bilingual responses, and an "S" for Spanish responses). If the
response belongs to category 1 or 2 or 3, only a '"V" is required. { After both
sections of the S/ELPS have been administered, the examiner makes a judgment of
the child's language preference, (i.e., English, Spanish, or bilingual) on

the basis of his test performance. A copy of the test manual is attached in

1

the appendix.

Instrument Development

With these objectives in mind, an initiql group of items was iégntified.
The rationale for item selection was as folllows: (1) The tasks presented in
the items should be well within the éevelopmental capacities of four year olds.
Thus the child's performance on an item would depend on his abllity to use the
language in qQuestion rather than his ability to perform the task. (2) The test

should include similar, but not identical items in Enélish and Spanish. Fvans

and Guevara (1973) have shown that direct translation may result in changes of
meaning and complexity. English and Spanish items were therefore to be

equivalent rather than identical. (3) The items were to sample 4 variety

54
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of language activities (answering questions, following directions, deseribing
pictures, etc,) but not necessarily to distinguish between them, (4) The
items were to be interesting and enjoyable enough to stimulate the child to
gpeak freely and at some léhgth.

The initial form of the instrument was design tested by a linguist who
administered the test of 5 children. The primary purpose of thié cycle was
to test the format and order_of items and the suvitability of the items for four-
year-olds. The itegs were then refined slightly, and a recording grid was
added.

The second design testlincluded six test administrations by four teachers
and four more by the linguist. The testing sessions were tape recorded, a&h
teacher feedback was solicited. Several changes were made ag a result of the

children's performance and the teachers' suggestions. The home questions in

the Spanish section were changed to questions about whether the child likes

school and what he likes to do at school. Parailel questions were included
in the Englist section., The pictures used in the earlier version were re-
placed b; more interesting pictures. Different gombinations of toys were also
suggested and several combinations were tried. More specific questions about
the objects and pictures were added in addition to the general questions. The
use of S, E, and S/E to indIcate the language of the child's response was
added to the recording system, and additional spaces for recording answers and
for comments were added to the.recording form. The response categories of
"Phrase" and "Sentence" were combined as this distinction was often difficult
Ifor teachers to make.

The third version of the instrument was administered to 33 children at
Canterbury Center. These administrations were tape recorded and the tapes
were evaluated by a linguistie éonsultanu. The consultant formed judgements

of language preference based on the tape recordings. lie then provided the
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criteria by which he had made these Jjudgements; the criteria were closely
related to the response categories in the recording form which the consultant

had not seen. Recommendations for revision applied mainly to the format of

3

the recording form. Each specific éuestion was placéd on a separate line and
the recording form was .hus expanded to two pages, one for the Spanish section

;ﬁaﬁg one for the English section.

A modified (experimental) version of the test was then administered to 18

children at Riverside Center to test the equivalency of the two sections of the

test. An all-English or an all-Spanish version of the test was used, and the
|-
. vesulting data analysis revealed that the two sections seem to be equivalent.
:|I r
'\

During the ensuing time a manual of instructions was prepared to accompany
the S/ELPS, The manual was written and revised according to in-house review.
hThe manual was then design tested by eight teachers who administered two S/ELPS
Keach‘and provided feedback on the manuazl and the test. Revisions were made
hased on their suggestions. Through logical reasoning, a scoring system was

developed. A validation study on the instrument validffy and reliability was

donte and is presented below,

Scoring System

The S/ELPS was deéigned only to measure the child's prefereﬁce belween the
two languages rather than his proficiency. Therefore, a scoring system was de-
veloped to reflect a comparison between ﬁerformance on the two paris of‘the test.
On each item, the‘child's response was classified in one of the five aforemen-
tioned categories. No response {CI) was scored as "0". A correct gesture re-
sponse, indicating comprehension was scored as '"+1". If the response contained
one or two words (CIV), it was scored as '"+2" for a Spanish response to a Spanish
ftem or an English response to an English item. A response in both languages.(a
"mixed" response) was gcored as "0". IF an item from the $panish part is

answered in English or vice versa, it is scored as "-2". Similarly, if the

v
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response contained three or more words or a senftence (CV), it was scored as

"+3" if the language of administration and the response were the same, as "O"

3

the response were different.

L]

TABLE 1

SCORING SYSTEM

if the response was mixed and as '-3" if the language of administration and of
A

CcI CII CilI | cmv cv
Language ,
. | No 1lor2

Administered Regsponded | Response} Gesture Wrong Hords Sentence
Spanish Spanish 0 1 “ 0 2 3
Spanish Bilingual 0 1 0 0 0
Spanish English 0 1 0 -2 -3
English English 0 1 0 2 3
English Biltngual 0 1 0 0 0
English Spanish 0 1 0 ~2 -3

Each item was scored and by adding all the scores assigned to all the items
on one part of the test, a subscore on the language of administration for that

part was derived. Therefore, each child received one score for the Spanish section

-

and one score for the English section. Since language preference was the pri-

mary concern, the difference between the two scores (Spanish - English) yielded

E}

the total score for each child.

Validation Study
Thirty four-year-old Mexican-American children attending three Austin Child

Incorporated Day Care Centers, (Canterbury, Riverside and Allen) were subjects

-

for this study. None had received the S/ELPS during the three months preceding

this study, though most had received it earlier. Teachers tested children from

centers where they were not teachiné s0 they had no previous knowledge of the
57 . N
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children. One SEDL staff member, a former teacher, did some of the festing:
The basic overall design of this study involved a test-retest procedure,
Of the 30 children sampled, 14 were initially tested by a l;nguistic specialist
and then retested either by teachers or by the SEDL staff member. Sixteen were
) tested ?nitially by classroom teache;s or by the SEDL staff member and then re-
tested by the linguistic specialigi. The time lapse between test and re?est
was one to five days. All initial testing sessions we?e tape recorded. In
addition, all teachers were asked to judge the language preferences of children
in their own classes according to the definition provided in the test manual,
This judgment was to be based on their inteqsive daily experience with the chil-
dren and was to be independent of the test results. The tapes recorded by thé
linguistic specialist were scored by the specialist (designated as X). Those
recorded by teaqhers were scored by two SEDL bilingual raters (designated as Y

.

a?d 2).

Scoring System . N

To deter&ine the_validity of the scoring system, the total score on the
test was compared with the testers’ judgments Bf the children's language preference,
Table 2 presents this comparison. The score rangeé from +60 to -30. Logically,
) tﬁércloser the d;fference is to zero, the smaller the.differéncu in the c¢hild’s
preference betweeﬁ the two languaggs. The greater tlie score on the positive
side, the greater is the preference for Spanish. The gréater the score on the
negative side; the éreate} is the preference for English. In the total sample of

30 children, only one was judged to prefe. Spanish, 10 were judged as bilingual
! .

and 19 were judged to prefer English. S
1‘.
' " TABLE 2
TEST SCORES vs. EXAMINERS JUDGMEN
1 . : |
Judpment E E 8 %E i B B B B B B )
, | ) !
Frequencvy 8§ 8 ] 3 1 1 3 2 1 1 1
‘ | R S SRS S I B NS R I Sl IS A S
Q" oxes -8 -0 -0 -50 -40 -30 -20 ~10 O 10 20 30 40 SO 60
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If 440" and "~40" are considered to be the cut-off points of the three cate-
gories, a child who scores +40 6r more had a sEronger preference for Spanish;

¥

a child who 'scored between +40 and -40 was judged a bilingual child and a child

who scored -40 dr less had a pfeference for English.

Among the 30 children

»* £l

tested, caly one who scored less than -40 was judged to prefer FEnglish. This
noicates that the scoring system {s quite consistent with tha examiner's i
'- L]

judgment: i

validify

»* - .

The puipose of the S/ELPS is to assist the classroom teacher in determining
which language will be most effective to use in teaching the child at the begin-
ning of the school year. If the test results can determine a child's language
preference as well as the teacher's judgment after she has been with the child
for sometime or a period of time, this test can be considered to be valid.
Therefore, the test'results and the teacher's judngnt were compared.

A contingency table between the examiner's judgment and the teacher judg-
ment may be found in Table 3.
TABLE 3

TEACHER'S JUDGMENT vs. EXAMINER'S JUDGMENT

L Teacher’s Judgerent
xaminer's i
Judgment English Bilingual Spanish
Spanish 1
Bilingual 1 5 ’ 4
English 18 1

0f the 30 children, 18 were judged to prefer English, 5 as being bilingual,

and 1 as preferring Spanish both by teachers and examiners,

to be bilingual by the examiner but as preferring English by the teacher. One

One child was judged

was judged to be bilingual by the teacher but as preferring English by the examiner.
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Four were Judped to be bilingual by the examiner but as preferring Spanish by

»

the teacher. Generally speaking, those judgments were consﬁstent with one

" another, .

An analysis'of variance was calculated to yield statistical information
concerning validity. The subjﬁcts were classified as being either Spanish, Bi-
lingual or English according to the teacher's judgment. Using each child’s

total S/ELPS scores, a one-way ANOVA was computed. The fesults are presented

in Table 4. ) . i mua
‘ TABLE 4
AROV:. 0N TQEAL SCCRE ,
Source of Virinticn df . Sum of Senares - ‘Mean Sauares
. Total 2% 45079, 47 ‘ 1554, 46
Betezen Croups 2 33202.46 16601523
Rerainder 27 11377.91 ' 439,89 v

A ratio between SSp and SSp was calculated =- SSB/SST‘= 0.7365. The
square root of SSp/SSt is equal to 0.8382. $Sp/SST is the proportion of common
— — wyarian~: between test scores and teachers’ judgment to the total variance. The

-

square root of 88;/88; is the V?li&ity correlation coefficient. N

One other approach was also used to calculate the correlation between S/ELPS
scores (continuous date) and the teachers"jﬁdgments (categprical data). The
first step was to calculate mean scores for each of the three groups. Then, each
group méan score was used as the score of every individual in that group. A
PearsonlpchucL moment correlation coefficient was calculated between the indivi-

dual S/ELPS scores and group mean scores. An r = 0.8582 was again obtained.

Reliability .
Two questions concerning the reliability of the S/ELPS were raised: 1) if a

child is administered the same test twice, will the results be the same? and 2) If
a child's S/ELPS performance is rated by different individuals, will they reach
the same conclusion? 61
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To answer these questions, the correlation coefficients were calculated on

different combinations of test results and independent raters. TheSe are pre-

.gented in Table 5. /

LE 5

H

RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS

Combinations Spanish English Total

Test-Retest r = 0.945 r = 0.850 r=0.93,
Test & Rater X r = 0.99]1 r = 0.937 r = 0,987
Test & Rater Y r = 0,991 r = (3,958 r = (0.986
Test & Rater 2 r = 0,987 r = 0.970. r = 0.987
Inter Rater (Y&2) r = 0.993 r = 0.967 r = 0.988

L4

The first row in Table 6 contains the test-retest reliability figures for
the Spanish Section, the English section ahd the Total. :!ggyﬂare:hr = (0,945,
r = 0.6850, and r = 0.834. The {nitial testing session was Lape recorded. Four~
teen children were tested by the linguistic specialist, and the recording was
then rated again by the same specialist (Rater X). The reliability coefficients
for the two sections and the total weée: r=0.991, r = 0.937, and * = 0,987,
Due to reéording problems, only 13 of the 16 fnitial tests administered by class~
room teachers were tape recorded. These were zll raked by both rater Y and rater
Z. The correlation coefficients between the original test results and the re-
sults from the recordings rated by Y were r=20.991, r = O.958,_and r = 0,986,
The correlation coefficients between the original test results .and the results
from the recordings rated by rater.Z were: r = 0.987, r = 0,970, ard r = 0,987,
. - 5
The inter rater reliability coefficients (recofdings ratedﬁfgggfth ratefAY and -
rater Z) were: r = 0,993, r = 0.967, and r = 0.988. /o

All the correlation coefficients in Taéle 6 were quite high. Among them,
the test-retest reliabilify for the English section (r = O.@SO) is the lowest.

However, 1t is still acceptable.

¢
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Discussion N

Content validity has been established by review of speech p;thologists,
}ilingual teachers and linguistic consultant. The Spanish and English sectians
have been shown to be of equaildifficulty. tlowever, in the Spanish‘section
there are 22 items, while in the English section there are 20 items. It is

recomiended that there should be an equal numbg} of items in both sections.

Data~gbtained from item one in the Spanish section yielded no information as

-

to language preference. It is therefore possible that this item could be

deleted.

;

/

As far as pPractacility is concerned, the total S/ELPS instrument requires

X ?_,mpless than 15 minutes to administer. The bilingual teachers involved in this

-

"

study reported no problems in administering the test after having read the

o«

test manual. The toys and pictures in the test kit are easily obtainable.

As far as the design and sample are concerned, as indicated before, they

were not ideal. Data were collected in July. By that time, most of the chil-

dren had beea in school for at .east six months. Some‘children who were Spanish

t

speakers or bilinguals earlier tended to become more proficient in Engliéh_ﬁith

increased time spent in school, and were thus classified as English speakers.

—a—

Y

Therefore, the scoring system and the resulting validation data do not :eprésent

the reallsituation under which the test will be used; (i.e., the beginﬁzng of
the schooi\years. "Wrong response'” may also yield important iqformation regarding
language pfgference. It is recommended that each appropriate response ?e
clagsified uﬁder "gesture," "1 or 2 words" or "sentence" and the language of
the wrong resﬁonse be in addition to a check in the '"wrong response' category.

As far as the validitz igs concerned, the teacher's judgment was used as
the criterion. Qut teachers' judgments are not infallible. . The validity co-~
eificient of 0.86 is sa%isfactory. But if:the to;al sample had included more
Spanish and bilingdgl children, the ;aiidity coefficient migﬁt be different.

It is recommended tﬁgt another samﬁie of four-year-old Mexican-American children

\.\ . 62 6\3 /
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who have just started school be tested in a further validation study. If the

S/ELPS is also intended to be used with five-~year-old and siz-year-old Mexican-
, Ametican children nation widely, it is recommended that a similar validation

study. be carried out for groups of children who have just started school at

-

places other than Austin, Texas.

As for the reliaﬂilitx of the S/ELPS, the test-retest as well as raters'

_reliability coefficients were quite high. This may indicate that the test

PN
—

manual was cleaa1y written, that the 5 categories were well defined, and that
children perform consistently on this variable. The torrelation coefficient
between recording rated by raters and testing resuits involves only consistency

. TR
between different raters, The correlation coefficient between the recording on

the test by the linguistic specialist and the real testing by the same specialist
involves only the difference in the same rater at different times. Since all
the reliability coefficients were quite high, it mey be concluded that S/ELPS |

is a reliable instrument for four-year-old Mexican-American childnen in Austin,

Texas.
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. SP:\.\ ISH/ESGLISH LANGUAGE PREEEL\C—SCKEEI_NG_EMTM{TTFWIW__—_'_

‘Chtld . Age Teacher . Date

-~

>
Write §E, or S/E in column 3 or 4.
. Placa . in column 1 or 2,

1
Ll

1. GENERAL QBESTIONS I
{(2) Do you have any brothers or-sisters?

(t) Wnat do you like to do at home! - . ]
Couxents: o S
2. NAMING OBJECTS / S K .
(Place box II onthe tabla; tell -the A '
child to open.it and to take out tha - )
toys) ' : ,‘ v
" What \do you call this? baby/dolly _ T
2 {point to each bad/basket "
object) spoon . N - .
purse o B
penny/money . A
, ecar . , . . _ﬁ-
Commeuts? c R . - -

3. FOLLOWING DIRECTIQNIS
(a) Pcor the c¢ar in the box. _
(b) Give me the purse and the pennv/money.. . 1 -
Comments: . . v
. T )
4. DESCRIBING OBJECTS ' N . e
(2) (Point to doll, bed, spoomn)}- Tal1 ar T . g S :
me about thesa OR What can you = |
do with these?

» 3

(b} (Push doll, bed, spoon to one side; : v )
place purse and penny ot the table) : B} !
Tell me about these OR What can
you do with these?

Comments: . . Y -

5. NAMING AND DESCRIBING PICTIURES . -

" (a) (Playground) Look at this picture. ) S
What do you see?, . ~ .
What is this? ,(point to swing) ' .
Where are the children? N
’ What are they doing? :

/ . (b} (Drive~in) Look At this picture, N 5
VYhat do you seel '

Where are they? -
What are they-doing? ] . :

- fhat is this? (polnt to the movie K . »
sereen) '
Cozments: .

INITIAL TEACHING LANGUAGE (circle one): Spanish Bilingual English
| . " . L]
Q ‘ 6 & . ) : 1. L. .. f
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- SPANISH/ENCLISH LANCUAGE PREFERENCE SCREENING (S/ELPS-PART I-Spanlsh

Child ' Age Teacher ' Date
1 2
Write 8, E, or $/E im column 3 or 4. / “{a
Place + in columan 1 or 2. ' \_P L
@, @ &0 &
g & y
7, & PR
. o & PSPV £
1. PREGUNTAS GENERALES ‘ AD & / ~ &
' {a) $Te gusta la ¢ cuela? : 4 -
n (b) 1Qué te gusta nacer en la escuala? '
Comentarios:
2. NOMBRAR LOS OBJETOS
(Ponga 1a caja I en la mesaj digale al
nifio gue 1a abra y saque los juguetes)
N 1C8wo se llaman 8stos? taza/vaso
, (apunte hacia plato
cada juguete) tenedor . _ .
’ . cowboy ! R =
caballo " '
pelota M
Comentarios:
3. SEGUIR DIRECCIONES
{a) Pon la pelota en la caja. . ~
{b) Dam» el cowboy y el caballo.
Comentarios:
4. DESCRIBIR JUGUETES O L 2 \

- (a) (Apuate NMacia el plato, la taza dose et s
y el tenedor.) J
Dime qu€ puedes hacer con &stos. -

(b) (Quite el plato, la taza y el
tenedor. Pgnga el cowboy y el
caballo en la mesa.)

Dime qud puedes hacer-con &stos.

Comentarios:

5. ,DESGRIBIR RETRATOS

(a) (La pitata) Ahora mira este dibujo.
1Qué ves alli?
¢Qué estin haciendo?

.

tQué es esto? Gapunte hacia el - J
palo que el nifio tiene en la mano) \
- iPara qué es el palo? '

(b) (El payaso) Ahora mira este dibujo.
’ ¢OUe ves:alli? o
\uonde estin?
~¢{Qué_estin baciendo?
i1Qus tiepe el niifio en 1a mano?
fanentarios?

-
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APPENDIX F

CRITERION REFERFNCED TEST (CRT)
UNITS 1-15 (BECP, LEVEL II)
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MATERIALS ¥OR LEVEL II

PRETEST

The ‘following materials are to be assembled in advance for uyse with this
" "tést. Tome of the materials are available in the classroom from the units
indicated and others must be provided by the tepcher. Items below preceded

by an asterisk (*) are included with this test.

1. 2 medium—sized paper bag; 2 rubber balls of the same size and color;
2 large oblong wooden beads of the same size and color; 2 inch cubes
of the same color.

2. 12 inch cubes (2 red, 2 blue, '2 yellow, 2 green, 2 orange, :! purple);
a container for the inch cubes.

3. II-4-visual {d): 1 picture {B); II-1: 4 geometric shape punchouts .
of the same color (1 square, 2 in. x 2 in., 1 rectangle, 2 in. x 3 in.,
1 triangle, 1-1/2 in. on each side, 1 circle, approx. 1-1/4 in. diameter).

4., TI-Pretest & Mastery Test One-Item 3: 2 sheets of apple silhcuettes.
. Cut apart the pictures prior to the test. Cut 3 pictures apanrt, ¢ne,
of each size.

5. an inch cube; 2 container

6. II Mastery Test Two-Item 1: design card; 12 inch cuybes (2 red, 2 blue,
2 yellow, 2 green, 2 orange); a container for the inch cubes; 3 crayons/
felt-tip pens (red, orange, green). Color the design card “rior to the

N\ test.

7. II-3-Auditory {b): 1 picture sheet with 4 pictures: bed, dress, apple,
elephant; a large sheet of paper to cover the picture sheet

8. II-13-Visual {(c): design card #1; pegboard; 30 pegs (15 t-lue, 15 green);
a basket/container for the pegs; 2 crayons/felt-tip pens (blue, green).
Colox the design card prior to the test.

9, II-15~Visual {d): picture of jungle with animals hidden in it.

10. 2 identical match boxes or plastic pill bottles; a screen; 1 tablespoon
of salt; 4 paper clips. Fill one match box/pill bottle with the salt
and £il1l the other with the paper clips.

-%11, 6 pilctures {cat, hat, coat, boat, moon, spoon).
{gato, pato, casa, taza, luna, cuna).

12, 4 objects (inch cube, large wooden bead, scissors. chalk).

*13. workcard

, 71
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14.

15.
16.
*17.
18.

19'

20.

21.

22.

1I-3-Auditory (b): 3 animal photographs (horse, cow, hen); II-8-Ideas
(a): photograph of mother patrol; II1-8~Ideas (b): 3 photographs of
community helpers (mother patrol, doctor, postman).

a lemon; a lime. Choose fruit that is not very ripe.

1I-6-Auditory (c): 4 pictures (drum, triangle, maracas, bells).

9 pictures: 3 toys, 3 vehicles, 3 tools

1I1-11-Ideas {(a): 2 photographs (bakery, house).

large doll. The doll should not be wearing shoes or socks; other
clothing may be worn.

II-Mastery Test Two-Item 7: dot-to-dot workcard; crayon.

chalk or masking tape. Mark four 6~in. lines on the floor 6 inches
apart.

a walking board; a 6-in. red construction paper circle; tape. Tape
the circle on a wall at the child's eye level. Place the walking board

perpendicular to the wall in front of the red circle and with the wide
plank up.

72
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1.

Teacher: HERE ARE SOME BLOCKS THAT ARE DIFFERENT COLORS.

Materials: paper bag with ball, bead, and inch cube inside;
ball, bead, and inch cube for models

Place a ball, z bead, and a block on the table in front of the child.
Give the child the bag containing the remaining three objects.

Maestra: EN ESTA BOLSA HAY ALGUNAS COSAS QUE SON IGUALES A ESTAS
COSAS DE LA MESA (point to the models on the table).
METE LA MANO EN LA BOLSA PERO NO MIRES DENTRO. TOCA
UNA DE LAS COSAS. CON LA OTRA MANO APUNTA A LA COSA DE
LA MESA QUE SEA IGUAL A LA QUE TOCASTE.

Teacher: THIS BAG HAS SOME OBJECTS IN IT JUST LIKE THESE (point to
the models on the table). PUT ONE HAND IN THE BAG, BUT
DON'T LOOK. FEEL ONE OF THE OBJECTS. WITH YOUR OTHER
HAND, POINT TO THE OBJECT ON THE TABLE THAT IS THE SAME
AS THE ONE YOU FEEL.

Hold the child's hand in the bag until he responds.

Scoring: The child must point to the object on the table that is the
same as the one he feels in the bag. Have the child remove
the object he touched from the bag so that you can verify
his choice from the selection on the table.

Materials: 12 inch cubes in six colors (red, blue, yellow, green,,
orange, purple).; container for the inch cubes

“

Place an inch cube of each color on the table.

Maestra: ESTOS BLOQUES SON DE DIFERENTES COLORES.

1

Point to or hold uplthe inch cubes one at a -time-and ask:

=i

iDE QUE COLOR'ES ESTE BLOQUE?
After the child has labeled the six colors, give the container to
the child. ., ’

ESTOS SON OTROS BLOQUES. JUNTA TODOS \LOS BLOQUES QUE SEAN' *
DEL MISMO COLOR. ‘

Point to or hold up the inch cubes one at a time and ask:

]

WHAT COLOR IS THIS?

After the child has laﬁeled the gix colors, give the container
to the child. a y .

»
-
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HERE ARE MORE BLOCKS. PUT TOGETHER ALL THE BLOCKS THAT ARE

THE SAME COLOR.
!

Scoring: The child must provide the label for each of the six colors.
Ther-he must match the 12 inch ‘cubes by color.

=

3. Materials: 1 picture sheet of geometric shape pictures; 4 anthouEs
Place the picture in front of the child. Give him the ponchouta.

Maestra: MIRA.LAS FORMAS. PON CADA UNA SOBRE LA MISMA FORMA EN
ESTE DIBUJO. . -
- Teacher: LOOK AT YOUR SHAPES. PUT EACH SHAPE ON THE SAME SHAPE
ON THIS PICTURE: , : a

. ‘ Scoring: . The .child must plage thekpunchout of each shape on a matching
. shape*in. the picture, Matches are to be made by shape;
matching by size «is not required. ) g

. 4. Materials: 6 apple silhiouettes

Place the picture with a large apple silhouvette, a medium silhouette,
. and a small silhouette in sequence on the table.

Maestra: MIRA ESTAS MANZANAS. SON DE DIFERENTES TAHAHOS. (Point to
the large silhouette.) :DE QUE TAMASIO ES ESTA? (Pause and
then point to the small silhouette.) (DE QuE TaMATO ES ESTA?

After the child has reéponded, give him the remaining three silhouettes.
) PON TUS MANZANAS SOBRE LA MESA DE LA MISMA MANERA (point to
the models).

Teacher: LOOK AT THESE APPLES. THEY ARE DIFFERENT SIZES. (Point to
the large silhouvette.) WHAT SIZE IS THIS ORE? (Pause and
then point to the small silhouette.) WHAT SIZE IS THIS ONE?

* -~

After the child has responded, give him the remaining three silhouettes.

PUT YOUR APPLES- ON THE TABLE LIKE THESE (point to models).
Scoring: The child must identify the large and the small apple silhouettes
by saying "Big" and "Little.” Then he must sequence his three’
sflhouvettes from largest to smallest from his left to his right
to match the model.

a
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5. Materials: an inéh cube and a bowl

Have the inch cube and the bowl near You on the table.

Maestra: TENGO UN CUBO Y UNA SOPERA; MIRA gaNDE FONGO EL CUBO. (Place
the block in the bowl) aDONDE ESTA EL CUBO?

After,the child responds, place the bowl upside ddwm over the block.

JDONDE ESTA EL CUBO AHORA?

Teacher: I HAVE A BLOCK AND A BOWL. WATCH WHERE I PUT THE BLOCK. - (Place
the block in the bowl) WHERE IS THE BLOCK? P

After the child responds, place the bowl upside down over the block.

4

WHERE IS THE BLOCK NOW?

*
L

Scoring: The child must identify the spatial relationships demonstrated’
: * by stating the location of the block in each case. He must

say the following: "En la sopera" "In the bowl"
(or "adentro de la '
sopera')
. "Debajo de la sopera" "Under the bowl"

YAl lado de la sopera" "Beside the bowl"
(or "Junto a la sopera") (or "Next to the
bowl™)

H]

6. 'Materials: dinch cube design card; 12 inch cubes; a container for the
cubes

Give the child the container of inch cubes and the design card. T

Maestra: MIRA ESTE DISENO. PON TUS BLOQUES SOBRE LA MESA COMO ESTAN
10S BLOQUES DEL DISENO.

Teacher: LOOK AT THIS DESIGN. PUT THE BLOCKS ON THE TABLE TO MAKE THE
DESIGN.

L]

Scoring: The child must reproduce the design with the blocks QE.EBQ‘
table.
7. Materialsi 4 photographs (horse, duck, bird, pig); cover sheet

Place the photographs on the table in a rouw facing the child. Point to
each one and name the animal shown. For example:

//’ Maestra: AQUI mSTAN UNOS DIBUJOS, UNA CAMA, UN VESTIDO, UNA MANZANA Y
UN ELEFANTE. FTJATE BIEN Y ACUERDATE CUALES SOX.
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8'

9'

10.

Place the sheet of paper over the pictures.
DIME CUALES DIBUJOS VISTE.

Teacher: HERE ARE SPME_PICTURES. A BED, A DRESS, AN APPLE, AND AN
ELEPHANT. LOOK AT THEM AND REMEMBER THE PICTURES- YOU SEE.

Cover the pictures.
N r

TELL ME THE PICTURES YOU SAW.

Scoring: The child must name 3 of the 4 pfﬁtures.

Materials: design card; pegboard; 30 pegs; container for pegs

Place the pegboard and the container of .pegs on the table in front
of the child.

Maestra: AQUI HAY UN TABLERO Y UNAS ESTAQUILLAS. USALOS PARA HACER
UN DISENO IGUAL A ESTE. (Give the child the design card.)

Jeacher: HERE ARE A PEGBOARD AND SOME PEGS. USE THEM TO MAKE A DESIGN
’ LIKE THIS ONE. (Give the child the design card.)

Scoring: The child must reproduce the design with the pegs on the
pegboard;

Materials: picture of jungle

Show the child the picture. Y *

Maestra: HAY UNOS ANIMALES ESCONDIDOS EN ESTE DIBUJO. ENSENAME DONDE
ESTAN LOS ANIMALES.

Teacher: THERE ARE SOME ANIMALS HIDDEN IN THIS PICTURE. SHOW ME WHERE
THE ANIMALS ARE HIDDEN. ’

. Scoring: The child must point to at least 3 of the four anlmals hidden

in the large picture.

L3 ]

Materials: match box/bottle filled with salt; box/bottle filled with

paper clips; screen -
Position the screen on the table between yourself and the child. Then
place the sound boxes on the table on your side of the‘screen.

Maestra: VOY A HACER DOS SONIDOS DETRAS DEL BIOMBO. ESCUCHA Y DIME
SI LOS SONIDOS SON IGUALES O NO.
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11.

12,

-
L

Behind the screen,.shake one sound box a few times. Pause for.a few
seconds, then shake the other box a2 few times.

iSON IGUALES LOS SONIDOS?
I WILL MAKE TWO SGUNDS BEHIND THE SCREEN. LISTEN AND THEN
TELL ME IF THEY ARE THE SAME OR NOT THE SAME.

Teacher:

Behind the screen, shake one sound box a few times. Pause for a few

seconds, then shake the other box a few times.

ARE THE SOQUNDS THE SAME?

Scoring: The child.must say "no."

i )
Materials: 6 pictures {gato, pato, casa, taza, luna, cuna)

(cat, hat, boat, coat, moon, spoon)
Place three pictures on the table facing the child-~-two of words that
rhyme, and the third of 2 word that does not rhyme with the other two.

" Use the following groupings but vary placement of rhyming pair in the

groups:
Spanish-~ gato, pato, cuna
casa, taza, gato

luna, cuna, taza

English-- cat, hat, moon
boat, coat, hat
' moon, spoon, boat

Maestra: VOY A NOMBRAR ESTOS DIBUJOS. ENTONCES DIME LOS DOS NOMBRES
QUE RIMAN, ESCUCHA.

iy

Point to each picture and name it, e.g., GATO. bATO. CUNA.
* (O |

" DIME LOS-DOS NOMBRES QUE RIMAN.

Follow the same procedure for the other groups of three piztures.

Teacher: I WILL NAME THESE PICTURES. THEN YOU NAME THE PICTURES THAT

RHYME. LISTEN.
Point to each picture and ndme it, e.g., CAT., HAT. MOON.

SAY THE NAMES THAT RHYME.

Follow the same procedure for the other groups of three pictures.

Scoring: The child must name the rhyming words in two of the three
pairs of riyming words.

*

Fal

Materials: 4 objects (inch cube, bead, scissors, chalk)
",

Place the four objects on the table and ask the child to name them.

77

73

-




13.

Be sure he knows the names of all the objects.

Place the screen between yourself and the child, hiding the objects
from his view. ’

Maestra: VOY A NOMBRAR ALGUNAS DE LAS COS&S. TIZA. CUBO. TIJERAS.

Remove the screen. . -
APUNTA A LAS COSAS QUE NOMBRE. -

Place the screen between yourself and che child, hiding, the objects
from his view.

Teacher: I WILL NAME SOME OF THE OﬁJEctﬁ. CHALK, BLOCK. SCISSORS.

Remove tﬁé screen.
POINT TO THE OBJECTS T NAMED,
Scoring: The child must polnt to the block, the scissors, and the chalk.

Memory for the sequence of the words is not being tested here,
only memory for the serles of words named.

Materials: workcard.

Give the child the workcard.

Maestra: ESTOS DIBUJOS SON DE COSAS QUE USAMOS. VOY A HABLAR DE

’ ALGUNOS DE ELLOS. APUNTA A LOS DIBUJOS DE QUE HABLO.

ESCUCHA BIEN.
APUNTA A ALGO EN QUE DUERMES. (pause)
APUNTA A ALGO CON QUE JUEGAS. {pause)
APUNTA A ALGO QUE TE PONES PARA ESTAR CALIENTITO. ({(pause)

APUNTA A ALGO CON QUE COMPRAS LAS COSAS.

R

Teacher: THESE ARE PICTURES OF THINGS WE USE. I WILL TALK ABOUT "SOME

OF THEM. POINT TO THE PICTURES I TALK ABOUT. LISTEN CARE-
FULLY. .

POINT TO SOMETHING YOU USE TO SLEEP IN. {pause) .
POINT TO SOMETHING YOU PLAY WITil. (pause)
POINT TO SOMETHING YOU WEAR TO KEEP WARM. {pause)

POINT TO SOMETHING YOU USE TO BUY THINGS.

74 ) .
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Scoring: The child must point to at least three of the four objects
described. :

14, Materials: 3 animal phqtographs (horse, cow, gen),
3 helpev photographs (mother patrol, doctor, postman)

Place the animal photographs on the table facing the child.

Maestra: ESTOS SON DIBUJOS DE ANIMALES QUE NOSEAYUDAN. VOY A HABLAR e
DE UN ANIMAL. ENTONCES APUNTA AL ANIMAL DE QUE YO HARLO.

TENGO GUATRO PATAS Y VIVO EN UN RANCHO. TE DOY LECHE PARA
TOMAR, :QUE S0Y?

After the child responds, remove the animal photes and place the
community worker photos on the table,

ESTOS DIBUJOS SON DE PERSON:S QUE NOS AYUDAN, APUNTA AL
¢ AYUDANTE DE QUE YO HABLO.

USO UNIFORME CON UNA BACHA. SUENO UN PITO PARA DECIRTE
QUE TENGAS CUIDADO CUANDO CRUZAS LA CALLE. aQUIﬁN SOY? * an

Teacher: THESE ARE PICTURES OF ANIMALS THAT HELP US. I WILL TELL YOU
T ABOUT ONE OF THEM. THEN YOU POINT TO IT, _LISTEN,
I HAVE FOUR.LEGS AND LIVE ON A FARM. I HELP BY GIVING MILK
FOR YOU TO DRINK. WHAT AM {? T .

Scoring: The child must point to the photograph of the cow and then
must point to the photograph of the mother patrol. .

15, Materials: a lemon} & lime

Place the fruit on the table. ) . e —
.Maestra: ESTAS SON DOS FRUTAS. TGCALAa, MfRALAS Y HUBLELAS. (Pause {
» for the child to de so.) AHORA DIME COMO SON DIFERENTES. -
9 (pause) MUY BIEN. AHORA DIME EN QUE SE PARECEN.
L] LY *
Teacher: HERE ARE TWO FRUITS. TOUCH THEM, LOOK AT THEM, AND SMELL
THEM. (Pause for the child to do so.) NOW,:TELL ME HOW

' . THEY ARE DIFFERENT. (pause) GOOD, NOW TELL ME HOW THEY
* _ ARE THE SAME.

wScoring: The child must state one way the fruits are different or "’
one way they are the same. Differences may be in color or
in fragrance. Likene&ses may be in shape, texture or taste,
It is also acceptable if the child says the fruits are alike

because they are both food/fruit, both can be eaten, or both
/have seeds.
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16.

1?.,

-

Materials: 4 pictures (drum, triangle, maracas, bells)

Show the child the piétures. >

$1rA ESTOS DIBUJOS DE INSTRUMENTOS MUSICALES, (pause)

APUNTA AL TAMBOR. (pause) HAZ COMO QUE TIENEZS UN TAMBOR Y
ENSERAME COMO 'SE TOCA. (pause) MUY BIEN. AHORA APUNTA &  *
; 'LAS MARACAS. Riause)"ENSEﬂAHE COMO SE TOCAN LAS MARACAS.

Maestxa:

Teacher: LOOK AT THESE PICTURES OF MUSICAL INSTRUMENTS.
POINT TO THE DRUM.
ME-HOW TO PLAY rﬁ.
(pause)—SHOW ME

(psuse)
(pause) PRETEND YOU HAVE A DRUM AND SHOW
(pause) GOOD. HOW POINT “TO THE MARACAS.
JHOW TO PLAY THEM. e

The child must point to the picture of the drum and pantemime
the striking actioh used to play jit. Then he must point to
the picture of themaracas and pantomime the shaking action
used to play them. | If he points to the wrong picture, correct
him by showing the right picture and then tell him to demon-

strate how to pla? he instrumenb. o
t

Scoring:

e ‘ '|
9 pictures (car, bus, truck hammer, saw, screwdriver,

Materials:
' rag doll, puzzle, ball) T

-

Spread the pictures randomly onxrhe table.

Maestra MIRA ESTOS DIBUJOS. JﬁNTA TODOS LOS DIBUJOS DE LAS COSAS QUE
SEAN DE L4 MISMA CLASEW

Teacher: LOOK AT THESE PICTURES.

PUT TOGETHER THE PICTURES THAT ARE
THE SAME KIND. .

Scoring: The c¢hild must sort the éietures into three groupsv—vehibles,
tools, and toys. : ' '

- - i
Materials: 2 photographs (bakery, house) '

Place the photographs/on the table in -front of the child.

Maestra: MIRA ESTOS ,DIBUJOS DE EDIFICIOS. DIME COMO SON DIFER;NTES.

{f '
After the child has Wesponded, say:
f:

Teacher:

LOS DOS EQ&FICIOS TIEMEN PUERTAS.
picture.)}
]

THE BUILDINGS ARE DIFFERENT.

¢POR QUE TIENEN PUERTAS?

LOOK AT THESE PICTURES OF BUILDINGS.

After the child

~

s responded, say:

v
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(Point to the door-in each

(pavse) TELL Mg NOW
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o

) I , ’ B 4 ~
», LOOK, BOTH BUILDINGS HAVE DOORS. (Point to the door in eacl’

plcture.) WHY DO BUILDINGS HAVE .DOORS?" . //’

Scoring: The child must state one difference between the bakery and the
house. The difference may be in function or in physical
characteristics. Then he must state the function of doors.

19, Materials: a doll

Hold up the 4011.
Maestrgp voy A APUNTAR A ALGUNAS PARTES DEL CUERPO DE ESTA MUTIECA. i
’ NOMBRA LAS PARTES.

i

Point to the foot, the arm, and the head. Each time ask:
JQUE ES ESTO?,

Remqve the doll.
APUNTA A TU PLERNA. ' (pause) APUNTA A‘Tg NARIZ. (pause)
- APUNTA A TU MANO. (pause) (DONDE ESTA TU ‘BOCA? (pause)

(POR QUE TENEMOS 0TD0S? (pause)
. (QUE ACTIVIDADES PODEMOS HACER CON LOS PIES Y LAS PIERNAS? (pause)
}QUE ACTIVIDADES PODEMOS HACER CON LAS MANOS Y LOS BRAZOS?

Teacher: I WILL POINT TQ SOME BODY PARTS ON THIS DOLL. TELL ME THE
NAMES OF THE PARTS. _

1

Point to the foot, the arm, and the head. Each time ask: . v

| " -

WHAT IS THIS? ’ " : N L
Remove the doll. 1 "

SHOW ME YOUR LEG. (pause) WHAT DO WE DO WITH OUR FEET AND
LEGS? (pause) WHAT DO WE DO WITH OUR HANDS AND ARMS?

Scoring: The child must name the foot; the arm, and the head as you
point to them. Then he must point to his leg, his nose, his
hand, and his mouth. Last, he must state at least one fuiction
of the ear, feet/legs, and hands/arms.

20, Materials: dot-to~dot workcard; crayon ‘

Give the child the ¢rayon and the wﬁrkcard.

Maestra: DIBUJA UNA LINEA CONECTANDO LOS PUNTOS PARA UACER UN DIBUJO
DE UNA CASA. EMPIEZA AQUI. (Point to the dot at the top left.)

g1 - 7 —_—

77




21.

22,

Maestra: TE VOY A ENSENAR COMO BRINCAR. FIJATE. VOY A“JUNTAR LOS

‘Deanstrate walking forward the length df the board, keeping your eyes

ra " STottT/— s T T T e e e

——

¥

Teacher: DRAW A LINE FROM DOT TO DOT TO MAKE 4 PICTURE OF A HOUSE.
START HERE. (Point to the dot at the top left.)

Scoring: The child must connect the dots to make a house,
- L] ! i

THE FOLLOWING TWO ITEMS MAY BE GROUP GAME-LIKE ACTIVITIES NITH EACH CHILD

BEING TESTED INDIVIDUALLY.

[

Materials: chalk or maéking tape to mark the jumping area

Stand in the area vhere you have marked the measuring lines,

PIES MIENTRAS BRINCO.

Demonstrate by standing behind the first line. Lean férqard slightly,
and jump, keeping y .r feet togéther and swinging your arms forward.

Scoring: The child must jump at least 6 inches. Each child should be
given three chances to jump this distance.

Materials: walking board; 6—in, diameter red circle

L3

Stand near the area where you have sct up the board and taped the circle.

ﬁéestra: VéMOS A-ANDAR POR ESTA TABLA MIENTRAS MIRAMOS EL CIRCULO ROJO.
FIJATE COMO LO HAGO YO, -

Demonstrate walking forward the length of the board, keeping your eyes
on the circle.

ANDA POR LA TABLA COMO YO LO HICE. MIRA EL ciRCULo.

When the child has done so, move the board so that it is parallel to the
wall and in front of the circle,

AHOkA FIJATE COMO ANDO DE OTRA MANERA POR LA TABLA.

LY

Demonstrate walking sideways along the bodrd, keeping your eyes on the
circle,

ANDA POR LA TABLA couo YO LO HICE. MIRA EL CIRCULO.

X
Tedcher: WE ARE GOILG TO wALK ON THE WALKING BOARD WHILE LOOKING AT
! THE RED CIRCLE. WATCH ME DO IT

jhe circle,
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’,§cnring:

LOOK AT THE RED CIRCLE.
J

When the child has done so, move the board so that it is pafallel to
the wall and in front of the circie.

NOW YOU WALK LIKE I pIp.

- NOW WATCH ME VALK ANOTHER WAY.

Demonstrate walking sideways along the board, keepipg your eyes on
the circle. - . \

+ NOW YOU WALK LIKE I pIp. REMEMBER TO LOOK AT THE CIRCLE.
The child must walk forward along the walking board ané then
must walk sideways aldng the board, keeping his eyes on the
circle each time. The child should have three chances o
perform each activity.

-
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10?

11.

12.

13.

CONCEPTS

rictile Discrimination
Motor Training, Units 5, 7 Y

Identifying Colors
Discriminating Colors .
Visual Training, Unit 1 !

Matching Geométric Shapes
Visual Training, Unit 4

Visual Sequence oo J
Visual Training, Units 5, 6 -

Recognizing Spatial Relaticnships
Visual Training, Units 7, 8

Reproducing Block Designs in Three Colors
Visual Training, Unit 8

Memory fot Pictures
Visual Training, Units 9, 12, 15

Reproducing Pegboard Désigns
Visual Training, Unit 13

Figure-Ground Discrimidation
Visual Training, Unit 15

Oross Discrimination bgetween Sounds
Auditory Training, Unit 5 ‘
Same and Not the Same Sounds

Auditory Training, Unit 7

Rhyming Words .
Auditory Training, Unit 13

Memory for a Se}ies of Words

‘ Aﬁdifﬁf?“TE&inng, Unit: 9

Furniture and Ifs Function
Ideas & Concepts, Unit 14
Money .. _ . J—_ .
Ideas & Cdncept%, Unit 12
Toys i
l1deas & Conceptd, Unit 13
Clothing ] .
Ideas & Conceptd, Unit 15
Following Directions
Auditory Training, Units 12, 14, 16
|

!
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14,

15.

16|

17.

18.

19!

20,

21.

. 22,

Animals and How They Help Us

Ideas & Concepts, Unit 3

Community Workers and How They Help Us
Ideas & Concepts, Unit 8

Comparison and Contrast of Foods
Ideas & Concepts, Unit 7
Pantomime |

Motor Training, Unit 8

Musical Instruments and Methods of Playing Them
Ideas & Concepts, Unit &

Categorizing Pictures : k&
Ideas & Concepts, Units 3, 6, 7, 12

Vehicles

Ideas & Concepts, Unit &

Tools

Ideas & Concepts, Unit 9

Toys -

Ideas & Concepts, Unit 13

Comparison of Pictures
Ideas & Concepts, Unit 11

Naming Body Parts
Locating Body Parts
Visual Training, Unit 2
Function of Body Parts ,
Ideas & Concepts, Unit 2

Ocular Motor Coordination
Eye-Hand Coordination

Motor Iraining, Units 14, 15

Gross Motor Coordination: Jumping
Mnotor Training, Units 3, 9, 15
Balance and Gross Motor Coordin;tion
Motor Training, Unit 6

b
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-APPENDIX G -

BBSERVATIONAL CHECKLISTS FOR REFERRAL (OCR)

ABSTRACT
CONSULTANT REVIEW
TEACHER REVIEW

EVALUATION REPORT




Purpose:

Rationale:

Description:

T

=
¥

Progress
to date:

QPSERYATIONAL CHECKLISTS FOR REFERRAL

ABSTRACT

The checklists and instructional guide provide teachers

of 4-year-old Mexican American children with (1) a method
of identifying those children who need additional in-depth
physical and/or psychological evaluation,-(2) information
on referral sources, and (3) suggestions for classroom
management.

Early identification of children is essential in order to (1)
prevent disabilities from becoming handicapping conditions
and (2) provide adapted or suppleméntal instructions as
needed. Without tralnlng and information on how to identify
children with existing and/or potential problems, the class-
room teacher may not recognize problems. ”

The OCR consiets of a one-page General Checklist referenced
to Specific Checklists in the areas of health, vision,

"hearing, speech, motor, and 80cia1/emotiona1, along with

a list of organizational and informational sources. The
teacher is to fill out a General Checklist for each child
in the classroom, and Specific Checklists for children who
need them. Each specific checklist contains instructions
describing concrete behaviors and physical corditions for
the teacher to look for, together with illustrations of
disabilities when necéssary. They also contain specific
instructions on how to prepare the children to be tested for
vision and hearing. Lists of organizational and informa-
tional sources assist the teacher in obtaining Professional .
assistance for children who need it. }

Initial development of the General and Specific Checklists
was based on a review ol the literature, & review of existing
checklists, and professional experience. The fivst version
of the checklists was design tested and reviewed by three-
classroom teachers and ten classrovm aides. Following
revision of the checklists, an instructional guide was
developed. . The guide and checklists were reviewed.by an
external consultant and revised accordingly. Design test

of the fourth revised version was completed by five teachers
with the 100 project children. Revisions have been completed,

-based on. this data.




Additional To fiéld test the checklists. and instructional guide with
development: &4- and 5-year—old children in other logations. .

To validate the pilot test and checklists and instructional
guide with 5-year-old Mexican American children.

To pilot test the checklist and imstructional guide with
Black and Anglo 4- and 5-year-~old children.

v -
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tame Date

yr. mo. day
Observer Birthdate

yr. mo. day

Age’
.yre, mos .
General Checklist .
1. 1Is frequently sick or seems to have poor health. (A)
2. Frequent colds, sore throat, runﬁy nose, or cough. {A)
_____* 3. Frequently complains of pain or aches. (AQ
;____ 4. Often seems tired; lacks energy. (A) , -~
5. Frequent or extreme hunger or thirst. (&)
6. Seems very small or thin; underweight. (A) ‘
7. Eyes appear to be red, watery, crusty, or sore. ({B)
8. Seems to have trouble seeing. (B)
. Seem; Lo have trouble hearing. (C, D) ] ’
__ 10. Doesn't speak clearly; speech is hard to understand. tC, D)
__ 11. Extremely restless all the time; can't seem to stay still. (¢, E)
___ 12. Does not get along with other children. (£}
13, Very easily upset:! nas tantrums or cries often. (E)
14, Has extremé difficulty paying attention and concentrating on what
he is doing. (C, D, E)
_____I5. Seems unaware of what goes on around him; seems to “*Live in his own
world.” (E)
___ 16. Acts like a much younger child; seems véry slow for his age. (E, F)
___17. Seems fearful, anxious, or tense much of the time. (E)
_____18.% Seems unusually clumsy or awkward. {F) )
19, Staﬂds, sits, or walkqfin an uynusual way. {F)}

20.

Cannot work with toys or play games as well as other children his
age. (E, F)

tlone of the above items describe this-.child.

89
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Name Date °

- . M

Cbserver

r

A. Health Checklist

1. General physique

Extremely overweight
Extrencly underveight
Sudden loss of weight
Uncoordinated, clumsy
Gther '

2. Skin condition

Very cale cémplexion
Dark circles under eyes
Itching or rash. Uhere?
Sores. Where? "
Wounds or injuries. Wnere?
Cuts and bruises slow to heal
Other — '

3. Head and mouth
Lice

Sore throat
Bad teecth
Runny nose
Other

4. Limbs and extremities
Deformity. Explain
Bluish tinge to nails

.t Other
5. Signs of illness .
Excessive fatigue {
Fever j
Other i

6. Complaints or reports of distress
Headaches
Stomach aches
"~ Body pains. Whers? --- - - - - — - — . o
Earaches
Other

7. Breathing
. HMouth breathing

Difficult ov wheezy bicathing

Shalloir, rapid breathing

Coughing

Other

P ]
b r——
————
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10,

. Diet and eating

Seems to be getting a poor diet.

Explain

Excessive hunger
Excessive thirst

Poor appetite
Protruding .stomach
Eats non-foods. What?

Other

Restroom behavior o
Frequent bowel moVement
Frequent or painfﬁh urination
Vomiting

Other )

1]

1

Overall health seems to bé

Improving
Gettgng worse
Same

\ '
!
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Nam.. Date

Observer

C. Hearing Checklist

1. Condition of ears

a. Complains of earaches

b, Tugs or pulls at ears

¢. Drainage from ears

d. Excessive wax or dirt in ears

e, Othar

When does the problem occur?

b

2. Hearing

a. Does not listen

b. Has trouble following directions

lc. éeéms to have trouble understanding

d. Uses gestures instead of talking to communicate

¢. Does not respond when spoken to from behind or from across,
the room

f. Does not react to sudaden noises ‘ N
g. MWatches speaker's face very c}osely

h.. Speaks very =ofi}y or in a.monotone

i. Asks for frequent repetitions (Huh? What?)
-}. Unusually loud voice S -
k. Turns head to oéé side or othgr

L. Other

Vhen does the problem occur?

3. Assoclated problems
a.- Frequent colds, sore throats, etec..®
" b. Speech préblems
c. Dizzinesé '

d. Other
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Name

Date ~ ¢

Observer

- 15,

16,
17.
18.
19.

20,

D. Speech Checklist

Mispronounces certain sounds. Which ones?

a. English b. Spanish

Mispronounces certain words, Which ones?

a. English b. Spanish
- -Speech_cannot be understood: a. English __ b, Spanish
Leaves sounds off the ends of words: English b. Spanish

Omits most consonant sounds: a. English b. Spanish

Tongue sticks out when talking: a. English b. Spanish

-

Frequently repeats himself on words or phrases: a. English

b, Spanish

Frequently repeats sounds or syllables: " z, English b. Spanish

Many interjections (uh; mm, etc.): a. English b. Spanish

Speaks very slowly: a. English b. "’ Spahisﬁ -
Speaks very fast: a, English J b. Spanish

Starts to say something but stops as if looking for the right word
a. English b. Spanish

o

Seems bothered by his communication problem

Voice is: . i
« a, hoarse . d. nasal, whiney
i b. soft, quiet e, other

c. too loud

Has trouble understanding what is said to him: a. English __ - - -

b. Spanish

Has trouble expressing himself: a. English b. Spanish

Tarks very little or not at zall
Talks like a much younge& child

Other

Associated problems

a. hearing problems
b. frequent coughs, colds, ete.
c, missing teeth

d. Other

i




Name . o Date ;
Ubserver } o ‘
e . K !
E. Social/Emotional Checklist e
]
1. Crying or tantrums (circle one or both) -
a. In what situations?
b. Pow often? -
2. Withdrawal c _ | ]
2. In what situations?
b. How often? ’ ~ ‘
. 3. RKestlessness '
: a. In what situations? Hﬂﬂﬁ&?ﬂ. .t
b. How often? , - .
4. Problems getting along with other &hildren ' T -
. a. Hits or fights physically with other children
. b. Yells or calls names .
c. Does not cooperate; bothers or interferes with others '
‘d. Avoids other children; does not interact with them
e. Other - -
5. Problems getting along with adults ° l -~“ﬁj%
a. Avoids adults; does not. interact with them )
b. Clings to adults
c. Hits or Fights with adults
d. Demands constant attention from adults .
" e. Other . '
6. Always plays by himself . ' '
7. +Destructive behavior ° N
. 2. Tries to hurt himself :
b." Tries to break objects and toys )
c. Tries to hurt other -children
_T“T- ) . / )
— 8. Frequent changes of mood-
How frequent? . -
»—- ——--in-what-situations?—. ————--—> - -----— --— - - == =
What happens? . i
9. HNervous habits . .
a. “Puts har'~ or fingers in mouth a _great deal. )
) b. Fidgets .. "fiddles" with hapds, ‘small objects, clothing, etec.
] ¢. Other ! N
10. Very slow in speech and language development, motLor ﬁyills; social
behavior, and learning development ,
11. Othér learniné problems )

/ . -

% : ]




I Name Date ~
Observer _ * ;
F. Motor Chelcklist
—____ 1. Poor or unusual posture ’ i ’ _
2. walking )
a. |

pigeon-toed; turns toes, in

b. turns toes out . |
c. walks on tiptoes much of the time

d. s‘;:umbles or falls

e. walks suiff-legged ,f . f.

£. Other f .

_

8«33 not alternate feet going up vr down stairs
o ! . -
Runs or jumps with unusual difficulty ’ .
Apparent weakness of muscles !
| .
Twitching or jerking movements ' N oA
Trembling or shaking }. : ' ‘
: ] s« 1 st
Complains of pain after physical exercise . .o
! . "
Fine motor . H
L3
a. Hag trouble picking up small olijects
b. Cannot stack 8 l~inch cubes . ‘
. * - ) ‘\“::.
c. Cannot work preschool puzzles ;',’
U e | — Coy e
d. Has unusual trouble using crayons v
e. Other ‘ i
C , t
Missing or deformed limb(s)
Which? . ' R
‘ Describe s ;
] . . i
Other. : ) ]
0 L. —_
. T ; .
] X . /
h it 1
6. I
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i .
~ 1in screening and testing procedures.

f
J A, Nhat are the best aspects of the instlument,

i ! ’ .

[EXTERNAL REVIEW OF OBSERVATIONAL CHECKLISTS FOR REFERRAL

Dr. Ernest Ghtts, University of Texas

; Consultant:
! ]

|
BACKGRJUND
[

Thj purpose of Observational Checkiists for Referral is to.provide

the te

cher with an easily administerT fbhecklist-type instrument for

identifying {children with ‘existing or’ pptential problems. The instrument
r'.k
was developed for use by preschool teéﬁhers with minimal or no training

b .

It is designed for usé with four-

yearefld Mexican American children. The checklists have been design

tested and revised, and.further design testing is planned. ;he manual

_-»f’

has, een reviewed and revised but design testing with teachers has not

_yet been accomplished. The instrument is therefore not in final form,

| .
and further revisions are expected after design test reSults ave gathered.

‘

Long~range goals include testing and validating. the instrument for use

Winh three- and five-year-olds and pilot.and field testing for four-

Mt e e e f

. year—olas. } - : )
: .

! ]

[ b f . . s

£
The purpose of, the consultant revie

b

_ obestx TIONS h_“’ . - i N N

is to,obtain;an independent

expert evalnation of the product prior to further design testing. The

. evaluation shou1d focuseon the following vonsgderatipns. B .

parts that ought to
B . !

’

be retained through later revisious?
E

s

A




B. whgc changes need to be made? Qonsider the following aspeétg:
1. The or%?nizacion, scope, and language #ﬁ the ménual
2. The organization of the chéckliscs and the appropriateness,
clarity, and wording of the items
3. Other aspects requiring changes or revision
C. How great and how widespread is che-need for an instrument such
as chis? -

o

D. How can the use of the instrument be expanded to include the

Fa *

following target groups: :
1.‘ Three- and five-year-olds
2. First graders

-

3. Children from various ethnic and socio-economic backgrounds
E. Och;r comments and suggestions d .

A review of current screening_praccices and agvailable instruments
revealed-no measures that answered the requirements of this project.
Teacher-administered screening devices for preschoolers appear to be
limited to a few individually administered tests such as the Denver
DevéjoﬁmenCal Screening: Test and various locally .developed checklists,
rating ;cales{ and adapﬁqcions of standardized tests. Validated
Scneeningfgeasures for bilingual presclicol children séeﬁ to be virtually
nonexistenf} Suggestioﬁs for further reading, particularly on preschool
screening, are welcome. Literature review has includgdlche following

sources « £ information:+

1. Early identification of Handicapped Children (Cartwfighc and

Cartwright, Computer Assisted Instruction Laboratory.)
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#

Denver Developmental Screening Scalé (Frankenberg, Dodds,

and Fondell) oo
"Ydentification of Children Needing Special Help" (Frankenberg)
"épeech and Hearing Checklist" (Masland, 19?0)

Developmental Schedules (Gesell, Arnold, Poll, McCarthy)

Numerous informal checklists from several schools and school

districts

Printed materials from the organizations listed in the table of
the manual
"The Young Child with Special Probligs" (Evans)

Screening battery = Carroll-County Schools 3

- [
[

Valett Developmental Survey of Basic Learning Abilities

-

- - >
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;CRITIQUE OF PARENTAL INTERVIEW FORM _, ‘
AND INSTRUCTIONS TO INTERVIEWERS

1

-
’

1. The items seem developmentally appropriate to me. One
minor point--I feel that it is within normal variation for some
four year olds to function with the peer group in parallel
fashion rather than cooperatively. The questions relating to

eer relations need to be asked; my point is with respect to
interpretation. :

2. Items are stated positively in my opinion.

3. Except where I have made notations on the copy, the items
are stated in unambiguou® terms. I feel it is better, however,
to formulate all questions so as to avoid yes and No responses
(it is not always possible to do so)}.
4, I do not feel that.the interview is too long or too short.
If interviewers are trained to procéed at a fairly standard
rate with parents who are not offering elaborated responses,
still asking enough follow through questionsj a fairly good
amount of information about the way parents view the child will
be available. Interviéwers should be instructed to listen
somewhat longer if parents seem very eager to talk, evén though
the interview form has been completed. *

il

S. I would rearrange order to start with question about what
parents are most pleased with the child for. I»n relationshi!

. to item three above, although the items are pousitive in nature,
~ordering the interview with a very positive beginning would

seem to set a positive tone for the whole interview.

6. Therée are items which ask for some infercnce, but without
training the parents to avoid interpretation, one will get
inferences in any case. A behavioral-analysis is more appro-
priate later, rather than on initial contacts with the home.
I do feel that even initially it is important to formulate
your inquiries in behaviogal terms in so far as possible.

B

L'l

-
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Instruction
1.2 Teachers shouid be very clear that the information is
the parents' perception--not an accurate account of the child's
competence. Should they have a different picture of the'child

that is reason for follow through inquiry. -
} b .Certainly either discrepancy between parents' view of

the child or the problem which parental response might. indi-

cate are cause for considering potential interfering factors.

2. Most comments regarding the text are to be found in the

copy. I would underline the de31rab111ty of grouping all

general principles related to the interview at the beginning. - -
Spetific clarifications should be referenced to those sec-

tions or items to which they relate.

3. For the moet part the language is easy to follow. Avoid,
however, any suggestion that the 1nterv1ewer 5 role has any-
thing to do with dlagn031s. .

g':';




Regarding the Total Package

1. To make the item exportable I would fee) more comfortablc
if there were guidelines and materials for a trginer for con-
ducting the-training sessions. ; ‘ .

2. (I do not understand the direction ©of the question.)’ .
The whole package seems applicable to identification of po-
tential problem based on parental perception. Caution should
be included in inferring more than perception of child's func-
tioning. Any significant parental toncern that can indicate
anxiety over the child's status is worth following through
pregrammatically. |

3. I strongly recommend audio-visual training materials model-
ing appropriate and illustrating inappropriate interviewing.
~ Film cartridges cassettes would seem a very exportable faghion,
16mm would be more exportable. Reel or cassette audiatape of
interviewing could be used for training in general que®tioning
and probing skills. )
» Overall Comment

I feel very positive about the potential of the interview
when packaged with appropriate training manuals and materials.
Trainers to go with the package initially or to monitor its
use would be ‘an excellent addition--perhaps you can include

this in the design test phase of development and evaluate the-
extent which training is making better® interviewers of teachers.

- -

=
étuﬂ i

ol

a7




LI . .

Review of the Observational Checklists for Refetral
1.‘ ’ - A
%
The Observational Checklists for Referral were reviewed by a group

(N=10) of paraprofessional teachers working in day care centers. These
persons are attending a class in child development taught by a SEDL staff -
member (Caroleta Oliveros), and the reading and discussion of the checklists
and instructional manual were part of their class adtivities, The evalua-
tion and critique were carried on as an informal discussion, The following
comments were made. :

- ,/' )
1. The, introduction was seen by the group as somewhat meaningless--
they did not see the point. <
L] . (1]

2. The Geheral Ghecklist was viewed as informative and easy to use.

3. The greup'frequently needed clarification of ttee importance of
Specific Checklist items. They often were unsure of why the
conditions or behaviors indicated problems.

4. 'The group liked the Following Through sections that told how to
. help the child adjust.
5. The groug*waﬁted more informa¢ion on how handicapping conditions
affect learning. . .

6. The group felt that more emphasis should be given to unusually
loud or soft voice.

X 7. They felt it was unclear at points whether the observation was

being done for one child or a group of. children.

8. They said it was not clear that the conditions and behaviors on the
checklists need to be thrdnic before indicating a problem.

1

9, The gkoup said they wanted more examples and felt that illustratlons
would be helpfal.

10. The group said that the relafionship between the Specific Checklist
instructions and the checklists themsalves were not always clear.

The féilowing comments were made byIMs. Oliveros:

1. The group had no difficulty in reading and understanding the instruc-
tions, but they were somewhat dismayed by the length of some sections.

2. There was a'tendency for them to take the items as diagnostic rather
than as indicators of possible problems. .

3. The importance and purpose of referral did not seem clear to the
group. :
'1{32
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The group seemed unwilling or unable tq talk about the Social/
Emotional Checklist.

4.

-

Based on these comments and suggestions, the- revision of the instruc-

tional guide for the Observational Checklists for Referral should encompass

_\the

1.

following changes-
The introduction should state the purpose and rationale clearly and
without elaboration.

[

The format of each instructional section should closely parallel the

checklist it accompanies. -

“
3

More examples and illustrations should be included.

The educational implications of the various” problems should be further
emphasized.

Social/emptional problems should be discussed in more concrete terms.

The individual child should be the focus of discussion rather than
"children" as a group. ° _ .

” e

4
Referral as a purpose for using the checklists should be emphasized
more. -

]
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Evaluatiomh Report - OCR‘

-
+

. Introduction. It was essential that the Abilitv Develobment .
Project identify’children in the five nroject claksrooms who were ex-
periencing varlous types of problems. Tentative identification'could

. ¢ : " 2
be made from test performance and the observations of classroom problems

was also needed. Project teachers ;ad had no srecial training in {den-
tifying and working with handicavped children. It was therefore néce3~
sary to alert them to the observable sighé of handicanp;n; conditions.
A checklist-type iqstruhené for recording cbservations appeared to be
most appropriate for this purpose. -

A review of available literature revealed no checklists ;hichJan-
swered the needs of this Project. Most such iﬂstrﬁments,are designed
f;r school-aged children and contain vocahularv familiar only to those
with specific training in education. Project staff undertook to
develop an appropriate checklist.

The rae}onale for item selection)was'as follous: '1) Thelchécklist
should recqife little of the teacher's time to complete, given thaFﬂshe
has had sufficient observation time. 2) The items should descrihe d?-
viant behavior in non-technical language. 3) ?he items should be develon-
mentally relaEed to tﬁe behavior of four-vear-olds.” 4) The items should
be linguistically aqd culturally unhiased so that behabizrs that are’
normal for the child's culture are not'se;n as deviant. 5) The items shoul&
include common behavioral indicatots of problems in health, vision, hearing,
speech, motor development, and Social/emotional aﬂjusiment. ’

-

An inftial pool of items was gathered from checklists and literature on

problems in the six areas to be included {see Appendix A - Bibliogravhy).

‘Other items were contributed Bv teachers and smecial educators. It hecame

100
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" Tarea of difficulty and to screen out children who are not perceived by the

) ¥
- . * *
n K » L] .
L A

apparent that a checklist that included all the common indicators of prob-. »

N %
,lems would be long and unwieldy for'a teacher to administer to all the
. S : =

' -\ »

children in her class. A‘two~steP process fot administering th%?chacklist

L] ;

. , / "
therefore wqgfﬂeveloped. .
¥

[ *
A

" a %
Ll

A Genéral‘CBecklist was designed to be gdministéred td all children
o R ‘ - i i
in a class. The purpose of the General Checklist was to identify the child's

L
4 *

teacher és having problems. Six Specific Checklists were designed onlv for

L] - *

children identified on the General Checklist. The Geuweral Checklist and
the six Specific Checklists were reviewed internally by teachers and parents
and by an outside consultant. Revisions weres made, and the checklists were

design~tested in three non-project classrooms at Allen €enter.

First Design Test Cycle. The first phase of design test of ghe
Observational Checklist for Referral (OCR) was conducted in three Model
Cities Day Cére Center classrooms (N = 68 children). These three classrooms .
were non-Project and did noc'partiéiPQte in other Project activities. ‘The

ratings were done in one classroom by the classroom teacher, and in the other
AY
two by teacher assistants. One of the assistants was working in a classroom

L)

which had no teacher and the other completed the ratings without having re=
("] / [} -

ceived instructions on how to use the instrument. The sunervising teacher, ’

[

who had receilved instructions, gave thg checklists to the assistants to com-

e .
plete, without providing idstructions. ~

[l ’ ]

The process by which the OCR ratings were made durlng the first design
} L 3 Ll - - }“5

test cyﬁie differed from the Droposéd standard admiuiétrati&n. The teacher .

was asked first to rate each child with the General ChUklist of twenty items.,
; . ek _

After these ratings were collected by Project staff, the teacher was then

given five Specific Checklists to complete for 48 of the 68 children. Since
-

“the ratings utilizing the General Checklist and those obtained bv use of the

01 .
105, :
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Specific Checklists were made at-separate times, results from the two

rating procedures will be reported separately. N
“ .
A. Results From General Checklist: Overall, 41 ont of a total of 68 .

children (60%) rated were ohecked as having at leaat one handicapring
condition out of the 20 listed on the General Checklist. Og the 41

children who were checked as having problems, 12 yere cheeke&'on only.

- -

L] T
r » ¢ »
one item, seven on two items, nine on“three items, seven on four items,.

and six on five or more items.

% :
Eleven of 2% children (47%) Were rated as having no problems by the

——

one teacher who participated. Eleven of 24 children (46%) were rated
as having no problems by one assistant, and five children out of 21 (24%)
were rated as having no probiems b§‘Ehe other assistant.. The assistant

4

who rated such a high percentage of children as ﬁ;ving problgms was the
one who had recefved 6; previous instéhctions. Across all classrooms, '
27 chilqren out'of a total of 68 (39%) were rated as having no prohlems.

The most frequently checked item across all three ciasgrooms wa§
Item 4——Poor s?eeéh——§21 ch&ldren). The Proportion of children checked
on thig item was approximately the same in all classrooms (around o;e—thirdl.
Speech problems are gasily noticed, even by untrained obsesvezs. The large

number of children with speech problems as perceived by teachers mavy be
&

related to a high incidence of speech disorders in the sample or to teacher

- - B R ¢
expectations! * ‘ )

The second most frequently checked item was Item 17--Trouble paying
attention-—-(16 children). This item was rarely check;d by one teacher, put
was checked for apﬁioximately one-third of the children by the other two..

The third most commonly cﬁzﬁked item was Item 3--Auditory--(15 children).
This item was che@#ed qu%ce‘ﬁ;eauently in‘one classroom (one-third of child-

infrequently in the other classrooms.

L

ren), but rather

102
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The fourth most frequantly‘cﬁecked item was Item 19--Immaturitv--412
children). .Five-sixths of these ratings came from phe clas;room and may
» -

ref lect teacher bias, lack’pf knowiedgt of normative behavior, or misuna'

-

" *
R derstanﬂing of the item, * e
s The fifth most Erequently checked item was Item 14--Hyperactlv‘tv-~
' - : Py
(11 children), It was anticipated that this item might be viewed ‘as .
‘ '“'-"L L)

descript&ve of a larger prorortion of children than that Proportion which

.

would_actually be diagnosed as "hypéractive by a nrofessiongl observer.

-

The next ﬁost Ereguentiy rated item was Item 15--Peer interpersonal
relationg-*(svﬁhildren). The seventh Ltem was Item 7--Fine motor coovﬁi-

nation--(7 children). Tha eight item was Item )6--''Very easily upset;
has tantrums or cries often"~--(5 children}. Each of the remaining items -

was checked.for at least one child. - This data is summariged in Table C-1.

The frequency with which jtems were within each geheral problem grea
represented by the items was also considered. There were in the initial
design test version, five general areas of disabilitv: Visual (a), dei-

tory/Speech (B}, Motor (C), General Health (D), and qociallFmotional (E) .

Out of a total of 116 separate iteme checked in the three classrooms,

-

only two were in the Visual area. h

w

The two Auditory items were checked 36 times. . ihen divided by num- .
ber of items representing the area (36 + 2 = 18), these two items,received

the largegt proportion of checks.

L

The three Motor items elicited ten checks overall. Seven of these

checks, however, were based upon the ratings of one teacher. A consistent
1 .

+ proportion across classrooms of checks in the Motor area was hot found.
- The six items contributing to the Ceneral Health area dlicited onlv
ten checks. Six of these opservations were made by one teacher.

i \ ,
A
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T - n . .
* ! % F
N oy 1 .‘
. " TABLE C-1 / *
. e
A OCR “
. FREQUENCY OF CHFCKS ON GENFRAL CHECKLIST BY ITEM - ' i
' . . ) N » .
FIRST DESIGN TEST CYCLE
General Frequency of Checks . -
Chécklist — . . L
Item v Teacher 1 Ajide 1 . - Aide 2 «Total aRank
1 0 1 .0 \ 1.
T2 K 0 0 \\ S .
. ) kY
3, 3 4 8 . 15 3 ,
g 6 *8 _ 7 - 21 , 1
5 1 1* 0 2 v
6 0, 0- 1 1 -
7 g 1 6 0 7 . .
g .3 0 0 3 9.5-
9 0 0 1 1
10 0 ’ 0 1 1 : -
11" "o 0 3 3 " 9.5
12 1 0 .1 2 : &
13 0 1 0, 1
14 .2 4 5 1 5 )
.15 12 2 -5 8 '
\ ) . . " . )
17 4 6 - - .8 2 16 2
' - /r'
18 1 - 1 2 4 .
19 2 S0 S 12 4
f
) 0 0 2
5 11 27
21 2 68 108
104 \
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The seven-items cog;ributing to the Behavioral/Emotlonal problem areé

eiicifﬁ&vgé“e;;cks, by far the largest number of checks for one area. If -
the total number.of%checks is, divided by the nhmbeg of items contributing
té the area (58 + 7), this results in an average of 8.28 checks per item
o {n this area. Problems in the Auditorv/Speech area and in the Social/

1 .

Epottonal-ared accounted for 817 of all probiems checked. This data is

summarized .in Table C~2. N :
[} . ] - - . N
TABLE C-2 ; - Y
) % \
OCR . \
FREQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF CHECKS .
L _ ON GENERAL CHECKLIST BY AKEA .
FIRST.DESIGN TEST CYCLE -
'
¥
Pk hi |
N AN
N = 23 N =21 N =24
"Teacher 1 Aide 1.. Aide 2
AREA N =12 . N=16 N =13 TOTAL
- : _ 5 7 e e e T o T T -
Visual 1 (3 1@ 0 (0%) 2 @2
R Auditory’ 3  (10%) 4 - (8%) 8 (227 15 (13%)
1 Speech 6 . (20%) 8~ qew "7 (9w 21 (18%)
Motor 2 (6n . 7 14D 1 G 10 (@
L) . .
Health 3 (10%) 1@ 6 ' (16%) 10 . .(92)
Learning™ 15 (50%) 28 (577) 15  (41%) 58  (509)
7 Total 30 49 37
) LY ) * )1 “j 9
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+

. The teacher who rated her own classroom checked fewer children and

items indicating the presence of problems than did either assistant,

This suggests the possibility that the teacher may be’ less inclined, be-

+

cause of.learning and/or experience, to view a child's behavior as a -

sign of problems. The assistants, with fewer competencies and skills

for working effectively with children, might be more prone to view ufi-

usual behavior as a sign of problems. “ .
The checklists for children who were checked on more than one item

were next examined for pdtterns in the céﬁbinatioﬁ of items checked.

Five out of seven children who welXe ;hecked on c&o items received both

checks on items relating to the same general prﬂblem area. For six of

the eight children checked on three items, at least two jcems were in

the same general probleﬁbarea. For-thildren receiving more than three®

checks, there was also & consistent tendency for the checks to be restrict-

ed to two areas. The largest number of items checked for ome child was _

nine. Data concerning number of checks per child may he found in Table

0“30 .
. 'i -
Children in & number of classrooms were also independentlv evaluated

for the presence of learning-related nroblems by a 21 page check-
list developed by Child, Inc. A list of children who were Judged to have
. ;
learning-related problems according to this checklist and wha were enrolled
"in the three classrooms where the OCR was first design tested was obtained.
-, The;e wcré nine su;h children, and all nine of these children were also .
judged to have at least one pésblem when.rated with the OCR General Cheék-
list. Furthermore, these children tended to be among those identified bv
the General Checklist as ha;ing multiple problems.
Based upon these preliminary General 6hecklisc findings, it was rec-

. H
ommended that the wording of five items (3, 4, 14, 17, 19) be revised so

106
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that the intention of the item would be more clearly communicated to the

teachers who would be rating the children.

TABLE G-3
O ' OCR

¢ ' FREQUENCY OF GENERAL CHECKLIST ITEMS
+ CHECKED BY NUMBER OF CHILDRFY CHECKED

FIRST DESIGN TFST CYCLE

-

Number of Items Checked Teacher 1 Adde 1 Aide 2 Total

0 11 5 . 11 27

. 1 4 5 : 3 . 12

2 3 1 3 7

3 2 4 3 9

e I 4 __ - - 1 - N T 2_ ?_____ e

s* 2 2 2% 6

B. Specific Checklist Results. Of the 48 children who served as subjects

for first cycle of design test of the Spegific Checklists, 43 (89%) received
at least one check. . | &
A total number of 471 symptoms were checked on the Specific Checklists.
R The teacher rater made 239 checks; one asssistant made 178 checks, and the
other made only 54 chgcksl The teacher with 239 checks made only 30 checks
on the General Checklist; while the assistant with 54 Specif;c Checklist
checks made 37 checks on the General Checklist. Of the total items checked,
128 (27%) were in the épeech area. lItems in the Sociul/Emationél area re-
ceived 101 checks (21%), as did the items in the Auditory area. _ltems in
' 111
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" Health area were checked 64 times (14%4); the Visual area had 4l checks

(9%)3 and the Motor area had 38 checks (8%). This information is sum-

* marized in Table C~-4.

. : TABLE C~4 -
OCR
? 4
. FPEQUENCY AND PERCENTAGE OF CHECKS *
BY AREA ON SPECIFIC CHECKLISTS
FIRST DESIGN TEST CYCLE

. ‘ CLASSROOM CLASSROOM CLASSROOM

; 1 2’ 3 - TOTAL
Visual 31 (Q3%) 3 (6%) 7 (47) 41
Auditory 38 (167%) 10 (l?%) 51 --(29%) - 99
Speech 60 (25%) 21 (39?) 47 (267) 128
Motor 16 (7% 0 (0%) 22 (12%) 38

) Health 42 (8% 6 (1% 6 (97) 64
Social/Emotional - 52 (227%) 14 '.1262) 35 (20%) 101
Total 239 54 178 471
C. Relationship Between General and‘Specific Checkligt Data.“The General
Checklist and the Specific Checklists for each child (where both lists
were available) were matched and the data from the two compared. Some
children who were checked on the General Checklist were not checked by the
teacher on the corresponding Specific Checklist. Five patterns between
the ratings on the two checklists emerged: 1) children who were not checked
on either the General or the Specific Checklists, 2) children who were not ‘
checked on the General list but were checked on at least one of the Specific .

X 1ists, 3) children who were checked on the General list but were not checked

<
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on any Specific lists, 4) children who were checked on the General
and the Specific lists in consistent areas,.and 5) ehilaren who weré'
checked on the General and the Specific lists in inconsistent areas.
Inconsistent check patterns are defined as one of the Zolowing: a)

! .
General Checklist item(s) checked with no corresponding chécks in the
appropriate area(s) on the Specific Checklist, or b) Specific Check-
list items checked when there was no Gene}al Checklist item checked
in the same area. There were only three children (of tge 45 %ho vere
rated on both parts of the OCR) who were not checked on eithe; the General
or the Specific Checkl%sts. Six children were not checked on the General
Cheeklist, but were checked on at least one of'the Specific Checklists.
Two children were checked on the General Checklist, but not on anv of ' the
Specific Checklists. There were 16 children who were checked on both the$
General and the Specific Checklists in consistent areas.l Finally, 21
children received checks on Eoth the General and Eh; Specific Checklfﬁta,
but in inconsistent  areas.
D. Discussion. There are different implications in the twoqpatterns-uf
inconsistent checking between the General and the Specific Checklists.
"pattern” 1 (checked on the Gemeral list, but not checked on the Specific
list) is not as serious as iI'l’att:e]:l't" 2 (not checked on the General list,
but checked on the Specific list). This is because in thé standard pro-
cedure for using the OCR, the raEes will not use the Srecific Checklist
if the child was not checked on the General list. Factors that could
cause "PatLern" 1 include: a) Déor wording of a General Checklist {item
in that it is not clearly related to anv Specific Checklist $ymptom

descriptions, b) presence of an "intuitive feel"” on the part of the rater

that diminished upon ;eadihg the more detailed symptoms: t) deciding that
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one's initial rating was incorrect after reading fine Ehecklists, and

d) failure on the part of the rater to read in detail all of the Specific
Checklist symptoms. Some of these problems may he minimized when the
prOpoged standard procedure is followed since a smaller number of Speci-
fic Checklists will then be read. Using the proposed standard procedure,
however, a rater may feel obliged, formthe sake of consistency, to check |
a Specific Checklist item in the area where she has just checked a General
Checklist item. Instructions should include the admonftion that a Fpeci-
fic Checklist item ﬁeed not be checked if none apply. The General Check-
list observation may still be walid.

Factors that could cause "Pattern” 2 include: a) the General Check-
list item is not sénsitizing the rater to the general problem area, which
suggests that Fhe wording of the General item should be revised or refined,
b) che Specific items are inavpropriately placed in one of the Specific .
Checklist areas (such as colds in the Visual area) or, are repeated in too
many areas, and c) simple error or oversaght. when iaxing_ui;h";hg_ggpe;él___

Checklist.

E. Additional Recommendations. After comparing the relationship hetweeﬂ}

. items checked on the General and the Specific Checklists, ch; following,

recommendations for revision were made!

1. An additonal item should be added co'the General Checklist re-
lating to the presenc; of chronic "colds, runnv nose, or sore throat."

2. The visual item on the‘General Checklist concerning physical ab-
normalitcies/disease of eyes apparently required réwording.

3. All Auditor" checks on the General Checklist should be referred
to the Specific Checklists for both the‘Speech and the Auditorvy areas.

) 4. The Fine Motor Coordination item on the General Checklist APparent-

ly required rewording.‘ It Svas also suggested that anv child checked on

this reworded item should be further screened on both the Motor and the

110 114_
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Social/Emotional Checklists.
5. The postﬁre item on the General Checklist.reauired some very
minor wording change. h
6. Children checked on the General Checklist on Items 14 or 17
(Social/Emotionql) should be further checked not onlyion the SoEialf

Emotional Checklist,.but also on the Auditory and Speech Checklists.

-

This suggestion was based upon the high degree of correlation observed
T
' ‘f' o

between these two items being checked on the General 11@%*§nd later

checks on the Auditory and Speech Checklists.
The OCR was reviged in accordance with the above recommendations,

4

and a manual of instructions was prepared to adcompany the checklists.

The three raters differed from ore another in the proportion of

-

checks given in all but one of the areas--Social/Emotiona%. 0f the

40 checks on the Specific Visual list, 28% were related to colds or

L}
allergic symptoms, and 43% were phvsical svmptoms of the eve. Twenty-

_three percent of the checks were for visual behavior.

Of the 101 checks on the Auditory Checklist, 22% referrad to
i .
related problems, (i.e., colds or speech problems), and 31% related to

the child's responses to verbal stimui. Of the 128 checks on the Speech

Checklist, 207% did not directly involve spveech. Of the 35 checks on the

Motor Cheékiisk, 54% concerned fine motor problems and 177 con?ern;d
posture. -

There,were 66 checke on the Health Checklist. Of these, 17Z con-
cerned general healtﬁ, 27% indicated nutrition/metabolism problems,

27% concerned respiratory problems, 9% related to digestive problems,

and 18% were-misééllaneous symptoms. There were 10l {tems checked on the

Social/Fmotional Checklist. This data is summarized bv classroom in

Table C-5. ' 11b

w
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TABLE C-5

OCR

FIRST DESTGN TEST CYCLE

FREQUENGY OF CHECKS PER ITFM ON SPECIFIC CHECKLISTS

-

T

= 2 M e e e e 4 srme = m s e e v A e b ek = i o i -

=R =

<

B " . » SOCIAL/
VISUAL AUDITORY SPE
ITORY EECH JMOTOR HEALTH DMOTTONAL
Itgs N=40 Item N=101 Item N=128 Item N=35 " ' Item N=66 Item N=101
l.a \8 l.a . 2 1. 3 1. 6 l.a 8 1. 7
. } . b 3
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Second Design-Test Cycle

Introduction. Afcer the revisions indicated by the first design-
test were completed and the manualewritten, the OCR was design*tested ln‘
the five Project classrooms. The teachers at Canteybury Center completed

G
the checklists for their children after.reading the manual., The manual
checklists were then revised according to the results and recommendationé
from an externzl consultant. The instrument was then design-tested at
‘F L]

Allen and Riverside Centers. The purpose and procedures were the qmmé for

both versions used in the second design-test cycle, and the results for all
' )

4

classrooms were considered together.
Teachers in the five Project classrooms were requested to, £111 out the
one-page General Checklist for each child in their classroom. 1In additiom,

teachers were requested to fill out any one of the six Specific .Checklist (5)

which corresponded to the General item(s) checked for a given child.

An additional procedure was also iﬁplemented. A subsampie of children
in four of the classrooms who had not been checked on the Geheral Checklist

was selected by Project staff. Included in this subsample were children

*

who were judged by observers to: (a) have handicéﬁpiug conditions, and

b

(b) be free of handicapping conditions. The children in this subsample from
each of the four classrooms were rated again on all Specific Checklists
(Visual, Auditory, Speech, Motor, Health, and Social/Emocional). The

teachers were io chéck any items that were descriptive of a particular
v ‘ . .

child, This additional procedure was followed in order to determine wheth?r

s

.

the General Checklist, in its present form, was sufficiently sensitive for
. A \\‘\ .

teachers to identify children with potentially handicapping conditions.

If a significant number of children who were not checked on the General

Checkldist were then checked on the Specific Checklists, instrument revision

would appear to be advisable. l 1'? \\\
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Descriptive Results By Classroom.

- 1. Classroom 1 (Canterbury): During the initial screening, °*

only three of the 18 children were checked on the General Checklist. Of

the seven additional children %ssessed on the Specific Checklists, only
one was rated as having a problem. Thus, a total of 227 were designated

as having problems, and only one of seven children was later picked on the

Specific Checklist as having a problem. Of these four childrepn, three were

. Tea *
checked in two general areas. Item 4 (Speech) was checked twice, Item 2
(Vision) once, Item 18 (Social/Emotional) once, and the Health area was

chosen for the one child who was detected later ofily on the Specific "

-+

Checklist. - . .

2. Clasgroom 2 (Canterbury): During the initial screening,.

five of the 18 children were checked on the General Checklist. Of the nine

additional children assessed by the Specific Checklists, four were .chosen
as having problems. Thus, a total of 50% were designated as having prob-

lems and four of nine who were not ini{ially designated as having problems
L] '

were later chosen by the Specific Checklists. OFf the five children originally
chosen, one was checFed in only one area, two were checked in two areas, one

was checked in three areas, and onp was checked in four areas. Of the -
. ' )

additlonal four children chec&ed dn the Specific Checklists, one was checked

[

in one area, ong in two areas, and two were checked in three areas. Over-

ail,quo childrep were designated as having problems in one area, three as
having probleﬁs in two areas, three as having problems in three areas,'and
one as haying problems'an four aééas. ‘

For all children checked,.whethef originally on the General Checklist,

-

or later on the Specific Checklists, three children were described as

. 118
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having Anditory problems, and three as having Speech problems. In addiciop,
two were checked f:‘Che Motor atea, five'in the.Health area, and seven were
checked in the Social/Emotional area. ) o .
| 3. - Classroom 3 (Riuerside):. There were no follow-up procedures
subseqLEnc to the in;cial screeniqg in chis.classroom. Eiéhc out ok 17
. children (47%) ﬁére designated as h;ving one or more problems on the
Generdl Checklist. Of these, four“childgen, were judged to have a problem
y

An only one area and two wers Judged as having problems in four areas.

1

There were four checks }n the Health area, two checks in the Speech area
and 11 in the Social/Emotional area. 8

4. Classroom 4 (Allen): Twelve children out of a total of 20
(60%) were designated oﬂ the General Checklist as having problems. Five
children who were not initially checked on the General, Checklist were then
SCfEE&Ed again with the Specific Checklists. None of these children were
described as having problems on the second screening with the Sﬁecigic Y
Checklists. Four children were judged té have oﬁly oné problem; six were
Jjudged to have two problgms,.one as having three problems, and one as having

11 problems.” -

-
b

There were six checks in the Health area, two in ché Auditory area,
and nine in the Speech area, ’There was one c¢heck in the Motor area, and
12,1in the Social/Emotional aréa. ¥
5. Classroom 5 (Allen): Eleven children out of a total of 20
.(552) were originally desiéﬁaCed on the General Chécﬁlisc as having problems.

Five children who were judged to be free of problemé were then screened
égain)wich the Specifichhecklisgg. None of these childre% were judged
to have problems on this secondilcreening; Eight of the children were
judged to have problems in only ‘one area, two in‘Cwo areas, and one in

T

four areas, ' ) 1 19
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There were two checks in the Health area, two in the Speech area, two

¥

+in the Motor area, and 10 in the Social/Emotional atea items.

Descriptive Regults Across.All Five.Classrooms. ’ !

-

Out of a total of 93 children enrolleq in the five classrooms at the
time the OCR was administered, 44 (47X) were checﬁfﬁ as having pr&h}ems in at
least oné area. Of these children, 39 (42?) were checked originally on the Gen-

eral Checklist,.aqd.the remaining five werse checked.later with the Specific

. Checklists.‘ All five of the children not identified on the General
Checklist were from one ;enter, four of them from one classroom. Of the
44 children checked, 21 were judged to have problems. in only one aréa, 12
- judged to have problems in two &reas, six in three areas, four in four
areas, and one in 11 areas. The term "aréa" refers to an item on the
o General Checklist except ih the case of the five children not originally
designated as having problems by the General hhecklist. For theseIChildren,
"area" refers to one of the six areas corresponéing to the six Speéific

N -

’ '_Checkiists; * .
Across all classrooms, there were 19, checks (21%Z) in the Health area.
Of .thesa, six were checked on Item 1 (Sick/poor health), four on Item 2
(Colds/sore throat), one on Item 3 {Aches/pains), four on Item 4 (Tired/
lacks energy), two on Item 5 (Hunger/thirst), and two on Item 6 (Small/
. underweight). 1In all classraoms, only one child (1%) was described as
having a Visual problem {(Acuity). Five children were Judged to have Auditory
problems.(BZ)- There was a total of 40 checks in the chialem?tional
area (44%). Of these, 12 were for Iteg 11 (Extremely restless). Six were
for Item X2 (Getting along with other children), and five were for Item 13 e

(Easily upset). Four were for Item 14 (Difffculty paying attention);

six were for Item 15 (Unaware of what Soes on around @im); five were for

1 “
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Item 16 (Acts ™ e younger child/slow for age); and two were for Item 17
(Anxious/tense). There was a total of seven checka in the Motor area_(?%).
0f these, three were for Item 19 (Unusual posture), and four were for

Item 20 (Fine motor coordination). Finallﬁ, there was a total of 18 checks

.

in the Speech area (20%). This data is summarized in Table C-6.

. Suggestions for Further Development

When the first version of the OCR and its accompanying manual was
administered 60% of children were checked as possessing potential handi-
capping conditions. This was a surprisingly large proportion.

On the revised version of the cheoklist,.47% 6f the children in

L]

Project classroons {not the same children as these who were rated witn the
j &
first version) were checked for behaviors that might indicate potentially

-

handicapping conditions. Of these,.only 427 would have been chosen as
having potential {or actual) problems if only the standard rating.procedure
had‘been utilized. The proportion of problems as perceived.by teachers f
was very high. Of crucial importance in this respect is the teaeher s
attitude toward children's behavior. If a teacher feels unable to work
effectively with the child, she may perceive hia‘behavior, even'though

the child may not be handicapped according to more:;esults of nidre extensive

_ diagnostic procedures. . .
Unfortunately, normative data regarding the percentage of four-year-olds
(or four-year-old, disadvantaged Mexican-American) with handicapping condi-
tions of different types is not available. The high incidence found by
paraprofessionai‘teachets using the OCR may represent actual conditions,’

. o - \ - -
teacher bias, or a problem with the instrument itself. Validation of the

OCR could not be undertaken by this Project, but is strongly recdmmended.

l . .
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) TABLE C-6
- ¢
. OCR
. FREQUENCY OF GHECKS BY ITEH AND CLASSROOM ON GENERAL CHECKLIST .
- . SECOND DESIGN-TEST CYCLE . "
= - . - Lo . Y
L d N — o
- : i oy gt
CLASSROOM  “ CLASSROOM CLASSROOM . ~ “ CLASSRCOM = CLASSROOM NN
AREA Cl 2 T 4 g 5y TOTAL
. . . Y
Visual 1 (20%) 0 (0% 0 (0% 0 (0%) 0 (o%) 1 QA
Auditory .. .0 (0% 3. (A5%) 0 (0D Nz o 0o (0% 5 (57) - -
‘Spedch ' 2 (0% .3 (5% 2 A % (32 2 (13D 18 (21%)
 Motor . R (23 2 (% -0 (0% 73 (1in 2 aAm 7 (8
- . - . . . ‘ -
‘Hedlth 1 | (202) 5 (25%) 5 (7% . 4 (62 2 3% 17 (19D
‘Social/Emotional 1 (20%) 7 @35%) 11 (61%) 10 (35%) 10 (627%) 39 (4575
o 2 A - Rl = . 7 . - -
. Tétal ; 5 20 : 18 28 T 16 87
- . : F - ~

” ! B a ~ ' - } ‘
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A well-designed valf{dation study would be rather costly, but essential if

to be used e¢onomically

the results obtaineq’uéing this instrumentcare‘

- *

tor purposes of referral. “ i
- A validation study must address- several basic questions. FPFirst, what

is the bercentage of children rated by teachers as‘possessing handicapping
" I3 L

conditions of any nature, who are judged by the appropriate professional

person or by further screening to actually be handicapped in the area

-~

-~ identified byrthe teacher?
. Second, what is the percentage of children who we;e not rated by the

teachers as having handicappi;g coqditions of an;‘sort, a;d who are judged

by an appropriate péofessional pers;n or by fufﬁher screening to’ actually

be handicapped in some ménner? Finally, are certain handicapping conditions

more difficult for a teacher to detect than ‘are other conditions?

.- By answering these three gpestions, ‘the validityaﬁf the instrument

N

within areas, as well as its overall validify can be determained.

-

Validation of the instrument tor the ﬁisﬁal, Auditory, Speech, and
Hotor areas does nof}représent a‘iarge potential expenditure. However,

¢

validation in the ?eabth and in the Socia}/Emotionél areas would be very

-

' expensive with an adequate sample size for validation purposes,

*

Ideally, a sample.of ten classrooms (approximately 200 children)

would yield reasonable validation data. Thig would. permit the validation
2 T
study to be based upon the judgments of 10 different raters (teachers), or

20 raters if each classroom in the study also had anh assistant teacher.
Following are some éhggested guidelines foy the selection of a

validation sample and the implementation of a validﬁtion study. The

reliability of fhe instrument must also be examined.

" h
-
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\ - - ' »
}.' Select 10 classrooms of four-year-old children in day care centers.

A Kyl
All else being equal, it is preferable that these be classrooms that. have
assistant teachers so that the responses of 20 raters may be obtained.
Calssrooms shohld be selected from centers and/or sites which have ready

access to personnel trained in Visual, Auditory and Speech sciegniné. X .

e

2. Each éeacher and each assistant should (independéntly) rate each
child in the cl;ss on the General Checklist, and on the Speciflc Checklists
indicated. Raters should be thoroughly familiar with the manual befor;
rating the children. Ratings by teachers should not be undertaken until
the children have been in school for at least one month so that the teacher.
has adequate time to’observe the children's behavior.

3. ﬁll_children in all 10 classrooms éhouid receive additiénal
screening for Vision, Hearing and Speech. These screerings’ should be con-
ducted at about thetgame time, of soon #fter the teacher ratings.- If
children are séreenéd prior to the teacher‘ratings using tﬁe OCR, the
results of this screening should not be made availgble to the teacher
unti% after the .completion of the r;tings, s; that the ratings will be
unbiased. This will enable the validation of the instrument in Vision,
Hearing, and Speech to be based on data from 200 children and at léast
10 raters.

hS

4, After the OCR rating fo¥ms have been collectéﬁ, SEDL staff
members should select, on a compleg;ly Eandom basis, five ratiné forms. from
each classroom (OCR ratings on SQfghildren, five by each cla§sroom teacher).
Tﬁis subsample will repfesent the validation sapplé for the Social/ -
Emotionéi and Health checklists. It is necessary that this sample be
substantially reduced from the original since validation procedurés for

these two areas require, the services of physicians and psychologists to

render judgments which will serve as the criterid.
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Since 21% of all checks were in the Health area, one would expecé, on

the aVEragé, that one child in each subsample of five will have been rated -

as having a health problem. Since 44% of all checks were in the Social/
Emotional area, one would expect, on the average, that twyo children in each

subsample of five will have beep'réled as having a Social/Emotional
problem;
5. Appropriate analyses of all data willﬂyield separate validity

information ‘for each of the six areas. An average validity coefficient

could also be derived. L

6. Inter-rater reliability: Each child will be tated by both the
teacher and the assistant in that child's classroom. Thus 200 children
will be rated independently by two raters using the OCR. Results will be
;orrelated and ;;bin:er-rater reliability coefficient will ﬂe presented,

7. ‘Intra-rater reliability: Each rater will be réquested to rate
half of the children in the‘classroom (selected randomly withinﬂeach
classroom) for a second time. Ideally, the interval Between ratings'sh9u19

- ) (5
be no more than three weeks. The correlation of these two ratings will

yield an intra-rater reliability coefficient.’
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SURVEY OF TESTS ADMINISTERED TO PRESCHOOL CHILDREN IN TEXAS
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SURVEY OF TESTS ADMINISTERED TO

, PRESCHOOL CHILDREN IN TEXAS

four~year-old bilingual, handicapped childrgp are the focus of a
special curriculum development project b?ing conducted by the Southwest
_LCducational DeGeloLment Laboraiory (SEDL) under a grant from the Bureau
for the Educaticn of the Handicapped. One p;pt,of this praject includes
the identification and/orldevelopment of tests appropriate for Mexican
American childrén of preschool age, in ordgr to identify children in
need of special instructional materials. To identify the target popula-
tron--four-year-old Mexican American children with wild to wmoderate
problems in learning--initial research included a two-fold broject:

(1) to identify and review tests appropriate for chlldren under age five
“and to review tests in Title [1] exemplary programs fﬁdhcatzon Daily,
1963), and (2) to determine which of these tests are in current use with
the target population in Texas.

Of the 2.6 million students enrolled in Texas public schools, an
estimated 500,600 have learning problems requiring special attention,

according to figures compiled by the Texas Education Agency (1EA). An

18-month study conducted by TEA of Texas special education programs revealed . |

that less than 50 percent of all handicapped children in the ﬁggi raceivaed
special instruction. Texas State“Pian A, scheduled to be in all Texas
public éﬁhools by 1976, stipulates that all schools must provide compre-

hensive educational services for “those children between the ages of 3
127
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and 23 with physical, mental, emotional, and/or learning disabilities."
The emphasis is not on the deécriptive label, but rather on meeting the

child's individual learning needs by providing opportunity consistent with

his ability ro learn. ¢

) Qp_the natlonal level, the Federal Gﬁidelines for ilead Start mandate
] that QE least 10 percent of the enrollment in Head Start clasgses must be
comprised of handicapped children. Provisiop of equal educational opportu-
nities for the preschool handicapped assumes the accurate identification

of these childrea. :

Compounding the probiem of *identifying those in need of speéial educa~
tion in Texas is the fact that almost 25 percent of the student population
is Mexican American, ond many of them are Spanish speakers. Througlout
;He years, a large number of these children haveubeen laheled as mentally

. ratarded because they were unable to understand tests administ?red in \
English (Meisgier, 1966; Calzoncit, 3971). This fact, along with the .
state and federal mandates for providirg education %or the ﬁandicapped
prior to fir;t grade emphasizes the need for the accurate assessment of
young Mexican Americau children. |

Following a review of tests designed for young children and tests
used in exemplary Title ILI projects, the SEDL survey was designed to
identify two.types of tests: (1) spécific tests used to identify children
eligible for Plan A at the praschool level, und (2) tests used with Mexican
American ¢hildren ia English and in Spanisii. The state's Plan A and the
large Mexican American population made Texas an exewplary area for conducting

&
the survey.
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SURVEY OF TESTS USED

Survey Form
The Surwvey of Tesfs ig Use consisted of three parts. Listed in Part 1
were 20 tests identified through the literature review. Respondents at the

sites were asked to indiqaté‘whether a test was used, and if so, the extent
£ - . ] ’
of use as indicated by whether it was used (1) only at special eenters or
+

eXperimental sites, (2) across the school system, or (3) for all preschool

*children. Respondents delineated the population at eacli site as (1) Black,

(2) Anglo, (3) Mexican American--tests administered in English, and (4) llexican

. American—-—tests administered in Spanish,

In Part II, respondents were asked to list tests that they used for
screening or initial identification of children. In Part III, they were

requested to list specific tests used or developed to measure particular

abilities.’ .

Respondents

Survey forms were mailed to Public Schools, Regional fervice Ceunters,
and Head Start Centers throughout the state., Of approximatély i;200 public
school kindergartens, 100 vere selected at random to participate in the °
survey. Survey forms were also mailed to 132 Plan A schiools, the 20 Regional
Service Centers, and 17 Head Start Centers. Table 1 lists the total number
}

of school districts from which the random selection was made, the number of

sites to which survey fdrms were mailed, and the numher of responses received.
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TABLE 1

SITES SURVEYED

No. of No, of No. of
SITES . Possiblie Questionnaires Résponses
Sites#* Sent Recelved
Public Schiools: ~ i
With Kindergarten Programs 1,200 100 - i8
With Plan A Programs 485 132 58%%
-Regional Service Centers 20 20 8
Head Start Centers 68 17 ’ *X

.

"

*Based on 1973 figures.
*%Dpye to lack of site specification on the returned survey forfs, the Plan A |

and Head Start centers were combined for number of responses received and for
survey evaluation. . ’

. ~ .

Each respondent was askgd to estimate the percentage of Blacks, Anglos, -
and Mexican Americans enrolled at his.site.' Not all sites reported the ethnic
composition, nor did each site have all three ethnit groups répresanted% The
systems varied greatly in ethnic composition, ranging from a totally homogeneous

enrollment to a fri-ethnic balance. Table 2 shows the number of schools that

reported some enrollment of each specified ethnic group.

Fa "q,,
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TABLE 2

" ETHNIC COMPOSITION OF SITES RESPONDING

SITE No. Responding Black Anglo Xﬁgﬁigﬁn
Public Schools:
With Kindergarten Progranis 18 1l 17 13
With Plan A Programs & Other 58, 47 55 51
Regional Service Centers Xt 4 4 4

" Head Start Centers*

*Included in Plan A figuves.

** Eight Regional Service Centers responded to the survey, but only four
lanswered the question concerning ethnic composition of sites.

"
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SUMMARY OF SURVEY RESPONSES

Listed Test Instruments

» 1

Shown in Table 3 are the responses concerning the use of 20 diagnostic
tests specified on the survey.r Responses were reccived from 62 Plan A
schools, 21 public school kindergaetens,‘and 8 service centers. The tests
are listed in order of frequency of use by each type of site, with the purpose

l

of testing and target population tested specified for the total group using

each test. As revealed in the table, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

was used by the largest number of sites (78), followed by the Stanford-Binet

b

(64), IPAT Culture~Fair Intelligence Test (62;, Wechsler Preschoel and Primary
Scale of Iﬁtelligence (WPPSI) (56), frostig (51), and Slosson Intelligence
Test (45). The Test of Basic Experiences (TOBE), while not used extensively
“in the public schools, was administered by all eight service centers, and’

it .
the Raven Coloured Progressive Matrices and the Leiter International Per-

formance Scale were fairly widely used by public school kindergartens. Of
the tests administered to Mexican Americans, almost twice as many were Ziven
in EngliSh.as in Spanisﬁ (436 vs. 221). Wpether the tests administered in

Spanish were on the basis of a standard written translation or.gn'extempora-

neous translation was not indicated, nor was it noted whether the same

children received tests in two languages or whether different populatlons
3.

were tested in English and in Spanish.

Almost all of the tests were used primarily throughout the school sY%tem.'

The Denver Developmental Scale was used largely for diagnosis in special

centers and at the preschool level, while QEE TOBE was used principally in

———

preschools and throughout the system. Information and a brief description

of each test are provided in the Reference List at the end of tiils report.

- .
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' »
r ) - r
r *
TABLE 3 .
SIRQUOY OF SURVEY RESPONSES: USE OP SPECRFIED TESTS ‘ *
srtes ' USED FOR SPECIAL STUDENTS !
. DIAGKOSIS IN (TOTAL b = 84)* | |
(TOTAL B = 34)*
st Fublle Sthools | s " B Hexlean Amsrlca’
: srvite | TOT
. cencacs | SitEs, | SPetlal j Across | peogennn] Btacks | Anglos
: Plag A |Klodatgasten | Cenzazs | Spstea ‘ Eaglish| Spanies
v (ws2) | (u-2D) ed) | (xe80) .
Pesbody Pleture Vocabulst¥ Taar - 57 13 s 8 & 127 &7 5 10 58 s
Stantord~Blrat Stale (Ravieed) i 10 L 64 as 126 27 45 58 45 40
IPAT Gultura-Pals Ineslllgents Tesx 41 13 s 52 23 102 # “ 54 46 ‘14
UsthalaiCPraschool & Prizary Stele of &4 2 3 86 i 104 2 » 52 I 23
Intelllgence (WPP5I)
Trostlg S n 13 b st n 3] 13 ” & ar 15
Sloascn Tntalllgents Tast. a2 % 4 45 , 29 & 14 2% 37 28 16
Lelzat Inteernsrlonal Pecformante Stele™ 2 vy ¥ & k13 b} T 48 1" 1 L 25 16 =
Yelatt : 20 & & 2 17 42 10 1% b n °§
Detrolt Tast pf Learnlng Aprituds 17 7 2 2% ] 42 6 12 2 17 5
]
Prasthoal Attalnment Nacord 11 1 4 26 12 1r 13 11 13 i1 ¥
o . .
Rlaksy-Habrasks 1 1 2 24 1 45 5 20 22 b3 8
’ - » o+
Raves Coloured Prograralve Macrlces n H 5 0 oy 5¢ : v 19 18 '
Arthor Polut Stale 1 3 4 18 6 25 3 10 1n 1 5
Denver Developsental Scals 1 N | 3, 17 20 1 13 % 1 L 4
f L - 4+
Hlnoesota Iugthool. Scals 14 \ 2 1 1y 14 13 14 16 17 1] ¥
" Tess of Baslc Experlants (T03E) 5 1 8 17 r 15 1 12 n 10 5 .
Csilforola Teat of Mantal-Maturity + 10 & 0 14 0 22 2 8 10 10 3
Gansll Dovelopwantal Schadules N L} 1 4 13 5 4 k] 9 10 % [
Calduall Preschaol Inventory 5 1] 1] 3 . 1 2 ¥ 3 -4 1 2
Fall~%enie Pleepce Voeabulery Teat & 0 0 4, 0 7 3 T 4 3 0
s _ ’
*Tepts wtre adnlnlatcred 1n mote thao ont nchoof and mote than ons tlns In most ethogl systeas, phich sccounts fop Fhe results balng greater than
tha indlcated slte rotal In sevaral lnstantes. .
. #1E:  On the folleving pege la s llac of additlonsl resca raported by the sltes.
I — T = -
. ___—___—————______ . ¢
T A
. 4
- . i
% \ + '
LdY - = 1 3 \ B
!
- 129 - '

ERIC . , . ,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




N . .
j '/F ADDITIONAL SPECIFIED TESTS »

: . {see Table 3) . :
TEST TITLE HUMBER OF SITES LISTING .
Goodenough Draw-A-Person Test 7 .

McCarthy ‘Scale of Mental Abilici.e:s ] 6 B
Vineland Social Maturity étale, t} : ‘
:Deve10pmentai Test of Visual Motor Integration 5
(Berry) - o ' - ,
* Boehm Bagic Concepts 3 ‘ 5
Bender Visual Motor Géstalt Test .5 .

. Vane Kindergarten Test - ' 4
Slingerland Process Sample . 3 . ‘
WISC _ S , 3 )

. ﬂeaning Sheet Screening Test . ‘ ' 2 .

Metropolitan Readiness Test‘ 2 .
Utah Test of Language Development ' -2 ’

) Columb%é lMental Maturicy _ T2 . ¥
Preschool Language Scale (Zinmerman) ™ 2, . ]

‘ ABC Inventory R T T e e X -
3 Riley Preschool Developmental Screening Inventory 1 i -
ﬁeacham Verbal ianguage ngelopment Scale ] 1 **
A t
American Guldance Screening Test hR 't .
Psychoeducatiénal Evaluation of Preschool Children 1 " | .
'Ninterhaven'Percephaaleest 3' " ) ’ .

nter Ameritcan-Test-of Qral English: . _ ‘1

———




.~

- » . . i

* Observation Instruments *

-
-

. The fact that few schools in Texas use standard observation.instfuments
. for diagnoatic purposes in the preschool peried is apparent in Table 4. Qnly

14 of the 84 sites reporting used standard obsegvation instruments of any Lind.

. -

Specially Adapted Initial Screening Tests _ E :

A nu?ber of sites indic1ted that- they adapted or developed testa or
parts of tests for individual diagnostic assessment of learning problems in )
* preschool .- children. Ihe‘devef%pmenga{ ageas tested by the three types cf
sites are shown in Table 5. o " ) I

The Plan A sc?ﬁols initiated a much larger number of initial

screening devices th

did the public school kindergartens or service
=3 -
centers. More were developed for use in testing visual, auditory, and motor
~ - . .
areds than in the other learning areas. It appeared that initial screening

primarily took‘plad throughout the school systems, with only a small

children. As in the other types of testing reported, more Hexican Amerlcans *

were administered

Specially Adapted Test Inaétggents

2 -

-

Diagnostic tests developed on site or adapted from existing tegts were

’

gfouped for survey purposes by the following categories: vreceptive processes,

such as visual, auditory, and tactile; expressive processes, such as oral

[

. language and motor response; central processes, including memory, association,

-

il

and analysis; and other, to_include anything not covered by the specific

[

categories. -
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TABLE 4 3 L . " ,I
’ SUMMARY OF SURVEY‘ RESPONSES: OBSERVATION INSTRUMENTS f“ ’ '-
& v - -:l
SITES . STUDENT3 TESTED
. ‘ * t (TOTMJ .r.N'= 84) b
. TESS Public Schools . " 'Mexican-American‘ p:
. Service|TQTAL |Black|Anglo N s
Plan &/Kinder.|Centers "
) (N=58) | (N=18) |(N=8) . |(u=84){ . English |Spanish
¥ r ' , - . .
Bales Interaction 0 0 0 0 ; , ® .
Analysis - i - - -
™ ' l | -
Flanders 1 0 0 1 1 {1 | 1, 0. |
, , _ _ - .
Indiana Cognitive 0 0 | 0 0. . , ‘
Demand Schedule~ [ ' 5
Florida Climate & o 6 0 0 - -
) Control System . .
3 - L r * . R
Indiana Pupil 0 0 0 0 ¥
Participation Schedule . . .
Other* S, 11’ 2 1 15 |10 |1 9 5
xfdditional Observation Iﬁstpuments: ' ' - F . .
TEST TITLE . NUMBER OF SITES LISTING
. Picturé Sqoiy.Languaga Test (Hykiebust) . 3
) ) ) H - » - -
: Vineland Social Maturity Scale 2 -
. \ i . ' Y
Teacher & Examiner Informal. ] . 1 “
br. E. Y. Zedler's—SWIU - . - 1
x ’ % »
Inter American Test of General Ability 1
* Dr. Giles' Screening Insfrument S g . s 1 )
. foa . ‘ e «
Psychpeducatioﬁhl Evaluation of Preschool Children 1
. 1 | - -
* Burk's Behavior Scale., . ., , .1 o
: . - 188 g =.
: .. L . ) " N .
= 132 .. ) - -




. . . - - L
[ -
Vo ] -
¥ -Il )
o o JTamLe §
' A
. “, SRMARY OF SURVEY RESPONSLS TO SPECIALLY ADAPTED TESTS - .
. . — USED FOR SPECIAL STUDENTS
R 1 ' ¢ DIACHOSIS IN (TOTAL N = 84) °
'1 {TOTAL H = 84) *
TIST i Public Schools ' Haxican America.
- sevvics | ToTAL
\ c;::“: SITES Special | Across | Praschecl] Black Anglo -
Plan A [Klndergarten| Ceuters | Syatsa ' Eoglish| Spanlal’
- L fesm | e | wen | e
\.. . +  INITIAL SCREENING MEASURES _[_
Caneral - ' 2 7] 4 '3 o] 28 un 40 n 41 20 2t 15
Soctal R A 2 29 R ) s 15 1 | sas 1
Intellectusl 21 17 s 3 n 10 a7l 18 2 19 13
. i e '
. YIaual \‘ t ) 3 3 oo 3 18 54 (] n 26 22 13
‘Auditory o2 4 3 s 19 . 54 9 27 24 2 13
’ Hotor M 2 2 s 1s ] 20 0 23 20 1
" Othace 10 0 0 |» 0 & 6 3 ? 6 ' 3/
. . - 7
TEST INSTRIMENYS . .
Rensptive Peocenses (visunl, 23 ) 4 b4 19 52 b 17 21 20 18
Audltory, tectlls, ste.) . . - .
| txpressive Frocessas {oral 2 2 3 i) 17 41 9 17 20 16 [ 14
langusgs, mator fesponds, stc.) - . -
fentzal Processes (oesary, 1 |2 n 16 3 9 e 24 % ,]° u
sspocistion, anslyals, etci) f /
“Otthiese 5 ?/’ 1 6 |« & 11 0 4 He | } 3
. —_
.2 — - 7
- OASERVATION INSTRUMENTS e /
i
PupIl Behavior 28 2 3 »n 10 50 9 19 22 ,/ 19 10
. i .
Teachar Sshavior 1n M S [} 12 2 20 2 7 9 f 3 3
- F N - L o I
. Others . $ o -{"o % 2 i ‘ 3 1! 2 2
. , i
- L r L 4 |‘
SNOTEL On the following pege 1x 8 List of additional teets reported by the aites. ; ! i
M - L4 -
’ . . <
- » . N .
» - ‘ . ‘u
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. ADDITIONAL SPLCIALLY ADAPTED TESTS
DR “
(see;Table 5)

.. TEST TITLE

Initial Screening Measures . ) .

TOBE ‘

Auditory Tesr for Language Comprebension {Carrow)

Perdue Perceptual-Motor Survey (Kephart) _ . v

Denvér'Develo}mental ScFeening Test
; -Locally developed scales~-~12 sites

Test Instruments

Locally developed scales—-3} sites

L

e

. Observation Instruments

Psychoeducational Inventory of Basic Learning Abilities

Perdue Pe}ceptual—ﬂotor Survey (Kephart)




Table 5 also shows the results of the survey of innovative tests.
Here again, Plan A schools deveioped or adapted for use many more tests than
did the public kindergartens and a higher percentage than did the service
centers, A large majority were designed for use throughout the system.
As Qas the case with the éther types o{ tests, more were used with Hexican

Américans than with Blacks or Anglos, who received an alumost equal npumber.

Again, the Mexican American students were tested in English more than in

Spanish, although a larger percentage were administered tests in Spanish

in this category than in the categories comprised of standard tests. While
definite conclusions ¢annot be drawn from this sample, it is possible that
one of the reasons for adapting tests was to translate or revise them into

Spanish, giving native Spanish-speaking children a Breater opportunity for

a fair evaluation.

Specially Adapted Observation Instruments

The number and Cybes of specially adapted or designed obsérvation
instruments are shown in‘fabie 5. Over twice as many instfqments were devised
to assess pupil behavior than teacher behavior. ApproximaCEly half of tle
Plan A schools reported the development of pupil behavior(inSCrumenCS, while
only one-tenth bflche_kindergafiegs and one~third of the service centers

N i’

revealed concern in this aréa.
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- REFERENCE LIST

ARTHUR POINT SCALE OF PERFORMANCE TESTS

Grace Arthur, Psychological Corporation--Revised Form L1, 1947, Forn I, 1925-43

Two forms of tests exist. Form I is not being distributed. Form II (revised)
provides for measurement of the abilities of deaf children, children who have
reading disabilities, children who have speech problems, and noa-Inglish-speaking
children. Standardization is based on children from 5 to 15 years of age.

CALDWELL PRESCHOOL INVENTORY

' Bettye M. Caldwell, Educational Testing Service, 19@3, 1970 (Ages 3-6)

The instrument is designed as a brief assessment and screening procedure (for

*use with children ages 3-0). It ig to be administered individually. The

test was designed to measure achievement in areas that are reparded as néces-
sary for success in school. Another aim of the test is to determine the extent
of disadvantage which a child may have from a deprived background.

CALIFORNIA TEST OF MENTAL MATURITY

,E. T. Sullivan, W. W. Clark, E. W. Tiegs, California Test Bureau, 1963 (K-1, Adult)

The test is designed to provide a pmeasurenment ofigeneral intelligence. It is
divided into areas: logical reasoning, verbal concepts, memory, language,
non~language, spatial relationships, and numerical reasoning.
' 1 . .
DENVER DEVELOPMENTAL SCREEWING TEST :
William ¥. Frankenburg, Josiah P. Dodds, University of Coleorado Medical Center,
1966, 1970, (Infants and Preschool Children) \

The instrument is designed to identify 'children with serious developmental

delays." Test neasures four aspects of functioning: gross motor, {ine motor \
fuse of lhands, seeing, non-verbal problems), language (hearing, talking), and ‘\
personal-social (including self-care and relations with others). y

i
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DETROIT TESTS OF LEARNING APTITUDE
Harry J. Baker, Bernice Leland, Test Division of Bobbs-Herrill Company,

1935, 1959, 1967 (Ages 3-Adult)
A general intelligence test. Strengths and weaknesses in psychological
constitution are investigated. Areas are: picteorial absurdities, verbal
absyrdities, pictorial opposites, verbal opposites, motor speed and precision,
auditory attention span, oral commissions, social adjustment A, visual
attention spaﬂj/ﬁﬁientation, free association, memory for, designs, number
ability, social adjustment B, broken pictures, oral directions, and likenesses
and differences.

FROSTIG DEVELUPMENTAL TEST OF VISUAL PERCEPTION

Marianne Frostig, Welty Lefever, John R. B. Whittlesey, Consulting Psychologists
Press, 1963 (standardization); screening device (Ages 3-8); clinical
devicé (Ages 8-Adult)

Test developed to test children whose perceptual abilities are below the normal
perceptual abilities. 7Test is also designed to pin-point the age at which
perceptual abilities develop. Test can be used to predict reading success

in primary grades and possible problems in perceptual areas.

-

FULL-RANGE PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST (AMMONS)

Robert B. Ammons, llelen 5. Ammons, Psychological Test Specialists,‘19&8, .
{Ages 2-Adult) :

Test is essentially non-verbal. Test is designed in picture form. Individual
is showm several pictures and asked to choose the one that best illustrates
the meaning of a particular word. Words used range in difficulty f{rom 50%
passing at two years old to words too difficult for average adults.

GCSELL DEVCELOPMENTAL SCHEDULES

Arnold Cesell and others, Psychological Corporation, 1925-49 (1940 Series),
(Ages 4 weeks to 6 years)

Provides measures of motor development, adaptive behavior, language development,
and personal-social behavior.

NEBRASKA TEST OF LEARNING APTITUDE (HISKEY-NEBRASKA)
Marshall §. Hiskey (Marshall S, Miskey, Publisher), 1941-1%66 (Ages 3-17)

Originally designed as an intelligence test for those with auditory problems
(ranging from small hearing deficiencies to those who are totally deaf). It is
a non-verbal test. After the test is given,an age equivalent is obtained.
Hiskey calls this "age" the "learning age" of the child.
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ILLINOIS TEST OF PSYCHOLINGUISTIC ABILITIES (ITPA)

James J, McCarthy, Samuel A. Kirk, University of illinois Press, 1961, 1963,
1968 (4ges 2.4 - 10.3)

Developed to identify the psycholinguistic abilities and disabilitles of
children (preschool and school age).

LEITER INTERNATIONAL PERFORMANCE SCALE

R. G, Leiter, Psychological ‘Service Center, 1948, 1950, 1959 (Ages 2-12)

This test may be administered by pantomime. Non-verbal.

HINNESOTA PRESCHOOL SCALE

Goodenough, Maurer, Van Wagenen, American Guidance Service, Inc., 1940
(Ages 1.6-6) ) -

The test is designed to provide an estimate of verbal ard non-verbal intelligence.
Intelligence estimates are given as early as 18 months.

. PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TES? (PPVT)
- Lloyd M. Dunn, American Guidance Service, Inc., 1954, 1959 (Ages 2.5-18),
Examiner gives the subject a stimulus word; subject is then to indicate
which of several pictures begt illustrates the meaning of the word. Scores

may be interpreted in three ways: percentile rank, mental age, or standard
deviation of 15. ) i

PRESCHOOL ATTAINMENT RECORD (PAR)

Edgar A. Doll (Edgar A. Doll, Distributor), 1966 (Research Edition)
(Ages 6 months-7 years)

Provides assessment of physical, social, and intellectual functions of
young children. Comparisons can be made on a child-to~child basis (Jifferent
agministrations of the test). Author cites special usefulness for children

with language difficulties (those children who resist examination or who
have cultural differences).

-

COLOURED PROGRESSIVE MATRICES
T ﬁéven, Psychological Corporation (U.$. Distributor), 1947, 1956 (Ages 5~11)

Individual administration (ages 5-8).
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S10SS0N INTELLIGENCE TEST
Richard L. Slosson, Slosson Educational Publications, 1963 {Ages 1 month - Adult)
Test 1s partly based on icems taken €rom Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale

and Gesell Developwei.tal Schadules. Test iy designed to give an evaluation
of the subject’s pental atility.

STANFORD-BINET INTELLICENCE SCALE.

Lewis M. Terman, Maud A. Merrill, HoughCO1-M1ff11n Companuy, 1960 (3rd revision),
{Ages 2-Adult)

A test designed to measure general intelligence. The test is organized
" by age levels. Questions are arranged in ascending difficulty.

& .

TESTS OF BASIC EXPERIENCES (TOBE)

Margaret H. Hoss, McGraw-Hill, 1970 (Grades K-1)

The TOBE is divided into five major areas: mathematics, language,’science,
social studies, and general concepts. The test is designed to be used ag

a gross measuxe of a child's experiences and familiarity with vaxious concepts.
VALETT DEVELOPMENTAL SURVEY OF BASIC LEARNING ABILITIES

Robert E. Valett, Consulting Psychologists Pregs, Inc. (Ages 2-7)

A diagnostic tool designed to evaluate the developmental status of children
(ages 2-7). Survey is helpful in determining whether or not additional
diagnostic’ evaluation is indicated.

WECHSLER PRESCHOOL AND PRIMARY SCALE OF INTELLIGENCE (WPPSI)

David Wechsler, The Psychological Corporation, 1963, 1967 (Ages 4-§ 1/2)
The purpose of the test is to appraise the potentialisties of the 4-6 yéar-

old child, It 1is an extension of the WISC (following the same theoretical
approaches). ‘

1
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APPENDIX 1

LEARNING PROFILES AND RECORDING FORMS
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. o HEARING SCREENING

Center: Date:

mo. yr.
Teacher:

Name : Rt Lt Comments \

10.

12,

13'

14,

15.

N 16'

17.

18.,

19'

20'




Name:

Date:

HEARING SCREENING RESULTS

>

Hearing screenirng was administered at dB (IS0, 1964)

for 1000,

2000, 4000, and 8000 Hz.

Hearing screening indicates hearing within normal limits
bilaterally. .
Hearing scrdening indicates possible hearing loss in the
right/left/both ear(s).

Comments:

Referral:

"Referred to:

i

Results:
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APPERDIX J

WORKING WITH PARENTS OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

. ABSTRACT

2. CONSULTANT REVIEW QUESTIONS

3




Purpose:

Rationale:

L

A ’ AR

. Progresa
to date;
. !

-

I
J
Additional

. development:

Descriptionf

-

% ’ Lt »
-~ i. . . L 4 -
. . . \\"" . ,
WORKING WITH PARENTS OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN -
" ABSTRACT o e ’
4 . LY

This manual 1s designed to increase the teacher's awareness
of the feelings of parents of handicapped children and to
provide guidelines and strategies for working with parénts
to maximize the child's home-school learniqg.

Parent Involvement aud assistance Is essential to\an
effective educational program for the young handicapped
child- . .

The manual focuses on ways to communicate with pareﬁts

about k‘'sting, referrals for services, and the parents’
reactione to their child's disabilicy. Tt offers sug-
gestions for preparing for meetinpgs with the parents, for
helping parents observe effectively in the classroom, and
for providing home activities which will benefit hoth.the
parentis and the chiild. The manual aléo treats various

ways to handle difficult situations that may arise when
parents and teachers work together, emphasizing that the
important goal of the relationship is to provide better
learning experiences for the child. Also Included are .
brief suggestibns for working with children with differeny
kinds aof disabilities. .

Following in-house .review. and revision, ‘the’manual was

"submitted to four external consultants who evaluated it

with regard to content, affect, and style and format.
Rev}sions based on this review were made. '“*1
) ) - T

’

ri
Fleld test In a variety of preséhoqf_settinga. s

= . (1] I ,,o‘




, | CONSULTANT REVIEW QUESTIONS -

Working with Parents of Handicapped Children is a manual designed
for preschool teachers who may have handicapped children in their

classroong. The intended users are teachers and day care center staff .

vho may have little formal training as teachers. Therefore the reading
level 13 approximately tenth grade. The manual 1s intended for use in
msny different preschodl settings. It should be appropriate for
teachers who da not have res;’rces such ag psychologists and counselovs
available as well as for thode who do. ~The following guestions reflect
goue of our concerns for meeting our goals for the manual. .

1 ‘ . ’ ‘(
I. CONTENT

1. Is there &ny soci&l, culturai, or raciel sterectyping of
teachers, parents, or children? 1Is theré anything which
. could be so interpreted by 2 sensitive parson?

2. 1Is the information in these sections adequate and correct?
preparing materials
the teacher's attitude toward parents in general
‘the teacher's attitude toward parents of different
. soeial or cultural dackgrounds
possible responses of parents to a child's disabilicy
when to request testing and how to talk to the parents
about it .
making referrels
giving parents home activities
. classroom observations

"3, 1s important information omitted? For instance:

4
\-
11. AFFECT !

- -

Y
1. What is your overall or general reacticn to this'manﬂel?
I . )
. . 5
2. W%hat do you feel is the attitude or tone of the manual toward
teachers? Toward teachers with little formal education?

3. 1Is the tone of the manual condescending or belittling of
ceacher's knowledge or judgment? Could it be 3o parceived
by a aenaitive readerx? ’

. -

4, 1Is toolmuch background information on the part of the teacher
assumef?

147
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L 5. Are the teachers accorded too muéh reanbnsiﬁility in the
.dealinas wpmh parents, considering the staffing patterns of
| most schoois or day care centers for very young children? .

o
.

B Are teachers accorded too much responaibility in decisions
‘“ concerning measures to be taken when a diaabling_condition
e is sugpected? For example, are they given too much respon-
gibility for deciding about testing or referrele? Again this
must .be considered in light of gtaff usually available in
. achools and day care centers.

) X . r

7. Ialthe manual written in such a way that the teacher will be
motivated fo work with the pareants of handicapped children?

1

8. How are parents characterized?

9, Are the parents seen as teaching paqtners or as a problem to
be dealt with?-— .

10. Are the reactions of pérents stereotyped?

11. Te parents seen a8 less intelligent or capable than thﬁ
teachere, cr than they acfually may be?

e 12. How are handicapped children characterized by the manual?
// 13. Are handicapped children stereotyped or singled out as "dif-
i ferent” to an undesirable degree?

- A

<] .|

14. 1Is working with handicapped children geen as being .potentially
Bt rewarding? 1 .
e . }‘
.o ' I .r'J
S 15. 1Is working with handicapped children seen. as. too time-consuming,
R ot a3 an added burden on the téacher?
Y ,'r

AR

II7. FORMAT AND STYLE

1: Is the\manual easy to read? Over gimplified? Too informall?
Gtilted? 1Is it dnteresting?
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APPENDIX X '

HOW TO FILL YOUR TOYSHELVES WITHOUT EMPTYING YOUR
POCKETBOOK - 70 INEXPENSIVE THINGS TO DO OR MAKE

1. ABSTRACT

S

2. MATERIALS WORKSHOP EVALUATION - SUMMARY

.




HOW TO0 FILL YOUR TOY SHELVES WITHOUT EMPTYING YOUR -
POCKETBOOK-~70 INEXPENSIVE THINCS TQ DO OR MAKL

ABSTRACT

Product: Instructional Manual

Purpose; To provide an inexpensive way to increase the number of
insttuctional materials available to teacliers, patents,
and children and to suggest activities for these materials.

Rationale: Teachers frequently need additional instructional material
to supplement the regular lessons for children who have
difficulty learning in specific areas. Much of nsm equipment
which is available for teachers and parents on “the' market is
prohibitively expensive. Therefore, directions for making
this equipment have been compiled (1) to provide manipulative
items which the teacher can use to reinforce the lessons she
is teaching, (2) to provide equipment which the child can
use with a minimum of adult direction, and (3) to provide
equipment which parents can construct for use at home.

Description: The manual is a collection of games, activities, and
instructions for making manipulative learning equipment which
requires a minimal expenditure of money. They have been
designed to be used in the classroom or at home with handi~
capped and non-handicapped preschool children, The instruc-
tions were developed and design-tested in a workshop attended
by teachers and parent yolunteers. All items have been
designed to be constructed from things which can be saved in
the home, such as empty bottles and cans; from scraps, such
as lumber and fabrics; from materials usually found in pre-
school classrooms, such as blocks, beads, and pegboards; or
from dime store materials.

Although the materials can be made by teachers and assistant
teachers, parent participation should be encouraged. Most

of the mnc&vamSn was constructed in a workshop, but the par-
ents can also follow the instructions to make equipment at
home, Helping parents become actively involved in collecting
and making the equipment is not only helpful in getting more

equipment constructed but also serves to increase the parents’

avareness of things that can be aosm with the children at
home .

/ -

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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" Progress to
date:

Additional
development:

Following compilation of ideas for materials from SEDL
staff and Project staff, directions for construction of
the equipment were written and design-tested in a workshop

‘attended by teachers and parent volunteers. Formative

data was obtained and was used as the basis for revision
of the instructional manual,

Field testing of the instructional manual and collection
of formative data for use in final revision.

Development of a visual presentation which includes a
workshop overview, photos of actual completed items, and
use of materials with handicapped children,




SOUND BOXES

L

Materials: empty match boxes, severaifsmall items, such as paper cliﬁs,
snall pebbles, sand, masking tape, paint . .
Directions: 1, Put approxmmatelyﬁequal amounts of one material into two
match boxes.
2. Fill each of thé;other boxes, in pairs.
3. Tape edges of é?ch box to prevent opening.
4. Paint all boxgg the same color. '
5. Paste or paipd small amount of contrasting color on both
boxes of each pair. For example, two boxes will have a
blue tag, two will have a green tag.

Purpose: To improve gkill in auditory digcrlmination and in matching sounds
Visual discrimlination, matching colors
Activities: 1. Let the child shake boXx, then shake each of .the pther boxes
until he finds one which matches it. He can check ‘his choice
by comparing'the colofs. if the choice is correct, the colors
will be the fame .
2. Let one chi g shake'a box,. then let another ch11d shake the

other boxes, one at'a time, behind the child's head, unt11 he
choases the one to match,his box.

oy Ny "
Questions: Ask the child, o
“DOES TRIS SOUND THE'SAME AS THE FIRST BOX?"
YSHOW ME THE BOXES THAT SouUND DIFFERENT."
"WHAT DO YOU THIRK.QS IN THIS BOX?"

Commentt ; At first, use only two w{ﬁely contrasting sound boxes; add others
as the c¢hildren.learn tgydiscrlminate hetween the sounds.
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TABLE GAMES--COLORED PATH

Materials: Large sheet of cardboard or white shower curtain, marking pens,
inch cubes, lightweight cardboard .7
f. ¥
Directions: Game Board 1. Draw pattern making lines approximately 1 inch apart.
' 2. Mark off into squares by dividing path every 1 inch.
’ 3. Color each squafe, randomly alternating six colors.
[ Dice 1. Cut 1" squares of each of six colors.
2. Paste onto 31des of inch cube.
3. Cover with Q;ear contact paper or seal with
thinned white glue.
Markers 1. Cut 1" squares from heavy cardboard.
2. Paste small pictures or stickers on squares or use

symbol, for example Aii& ;::],(i) .

Purpose: To improve skill at color discrimination and matching.
To improve color labeling.
To help child to learn to work toward a goal.
To encourage independent yse of skills.
To help increase child's attention span.
To improve skill in spatial relations. )
Activities: 1., Allow child to roll the ‘cube (die). He may move to the
color shown on the top’of the die.
2, Follow the same rules, but allow the child to move only if
the color is correctly iabeled.
3. Let two or more children play the game independent of the teacher.
Comment: The game can be made more difficult for faster or older children by
increasing the complexit¥ of the path ro be followed, or can be varied
by making a spinner to select the color instead of the cube. (See
picture above.)
Directions: 1. Cut large square or circle of heavy cardboard.
2. Cut arrow. ~Paint arrow and cardboard.
3. Brad arrow loosely to center.
4, Make circle of squares of colors used on the game board.
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MATERIALS WORKSHOP EVALUATION

SUMMARY K

On June 7, 1974, a workshop was held in order to design-test
the equipmeét described in "How to Fill Your Toy Shelves Without
Eﬁptying Your Pocketbook--70 Inexpensive Things to Do or Make."

It was attended by five teachers from éhe Child Incorpofhéed Child
Pevelopment Centers, seven parent volunteers, ané the director of
Child Incorporated. Formative evaiuation data was collected for

~ each item made, and the results utilized in revising the instruc-
tions. The total workshaop was also evaluated by each participant
at the close of the day. The results of this evaluation ;re
summarized on the following paée.

The spantaneous responses of the participants were overwhelmf
ingly positive. Two of the teachers, as they were leaving, inquired
when another workshop was planned. A parent asked for a workshop
for parents. Both parents and teachers said the materials could be
made at home by the parents. Although the purpose of this workshop
was to design—-test the instructional guide, some of the'parents
immediately recognized the importance of some items, as demonstrated
by the statement of one parent "These sound boxes would help my

child--she has a hearing loss.”
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. SUMMARY
' MATERIALS WORKSHOP EVALUATIGN -

INSTRUCTIONS &

Bead the beginning of each sentence below and place a check mark on the
line before the ‘one ending’ vhich most nea::ly expresses Your hopest opinione

1, Haking materisls ip a workshop like this ia

1 -

. 2152 a very good idea
takes up too puch time
~25% easiér than working alone
not & good idea

2, Thaee ingtructions are

691 easy to follow, ¢
30% okay, but could be easier to follow
hard to follow

3. The materials I have made will be

78% very useful with all children in my class
212 useful with cnildran who need extra work
not very useful

4. 1 think these materials should be made by

72 parents
teachérs and aides
92X parente, teachers and aides together

5. VUsing these materials 26 the instructions suggest sounds

8% very complicated
25% e little cohplicated
66% very simple

6. 1 think teaching the children to use this equipment

will take a lot of oy time
382 will take some time
_6IX won't take very lopg at all

7+ I think these materials could be made by parents ip the home

692 easily
with some help from the teacher , "
not at all

i —

8, Sending these sheets home with the child so the parent could make the equipment

1002 13 a good idea
won't york at all

9. The price for this equipment, 1f I have to buy the materials, would be

16X too high
reasonable
GIT very low

10, The pictures on the pages are
762 necessary to understand the directions

nice, but pot necessary
confusing o
189
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APPENDIX L
PARENT INTERVIEW J
EVALUATION REPORT
CONSULTANT REVIEW

PARENT INTERVIEW AND MANUAL
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PARENT INTERVIEW: SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT B

Although parents are a child's first teachers and the most significant
pers;;; in a child's world, schools frequently do not attempt to establish
positive 1lines of communication bé;ween parents and schools. The BEH 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 Fommynity_but also
E;g a means oi gaiqing valuable information about the individual child that would

be qf great asslstance in planning educational programs most relevant to the

individual's needs.

4

Therefore, one of the major goals of the project was to develop a method
) % v
of Interviewing parents that (1) could be administered by a teacher whose most

advanced formal education Is at tha high schoecl level; (2) could be administergd
in a short time period; (3) focused on the positive attributes of child; (4) |
provided inform;tion'abOut demographlc}characteristics, at-home competeucles,
interpersonal relationships, at-home activities and potential problem of the
ctild as perceived by the parent; and (4) established pasitive patterns be-
twzen the family and the school. ) ) i

A review of the literature Indicated that no Iinstruments were currently

available that met these specified needs. Therefore, a major effort was ex-

pended‘by the BEH ﬁroject staff to.develop a suitable instrument.
rFrom January to July 1§74, a total of five Parent Interviews were developed

and revised on the basis of feedbhack from 1nterna1.review, consultant review and

data from 80 parents of children enrolled in Allen, Canterbury, aﬁd Riverside

Child Inc. Centers. Following is a supmary of this development process

specifying precedures involved and products resulting from each of the procedures.

‘ 161
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B g

PROCESS

Literature review for parent
interview appropriate for

needs of BEH project '

Develop initial pool of ﬁpems

Internal review of draft

intervieyw

Ffom feedback, develop Design
Test 1 interview

Internal review of Design Test'l

interview

N

From feedback, develup Design

Test 2 interview & manual of

instructions for intervieyw

Administer Design Test 2 interview
to 11 parents at Allen Center

, External review of Design Test 2
‘' interview by consultant

Internal revizw of Design Tegt 2
Interview by SEDL personnel in

’ Mcgllen

Revise Design Test 2 intexview and
manual based upon feedback re~

ceived

Tranclate Design Test 3 interview

162

158

PRODUCT

Anﬁotated biliography of instru-
ments/interviews reviewed

q

Preliminary draft of Interview
for project

Feedback from SEDL staff for
revision

Design Test 1 interview

Feedback from SEDL staff for re-
vision of Design Test 1 inter-
view

Design Test 2 interview & manual

Feedback from Interviews regarding
instrument and Procedure --

Written report by consultant .
specifying revisions and ad-
ditions

—

Wrpitten report summarizing comments
of McAllen staff

L]

Design Test 3 interview and manual

A

Spanish version of Design Test 3
Interview .




PROCESS

Administe¥ Design Test 3 intex-
view to 20 parents (9 target
and 11 nontarget) at Canterbury
and Allen Centers

Revise Design Test 3 interview
(Spanish and English) and manual
based upon feedback

Administer Design Test 4 inter=-
viéw to-16 parents (7 target
,and 9 nontarget) at Allen and

Riverside Centers

Internal review of all data from
Parent Interviews {Design Tests
2, 3, & 4)

Revise Design Test 4 interview
(Spanish and English) and manual

'
’

Adninister Design Test 5 inter-
view to 20 parents (10 target
parents and 10 non-target par-—
ents) at Allen Center

PRODUCT

Written report summarfzing inter=-
View data» E I a

L]

Design Test 4 interview (Spanish
and English) and manual

Written report summarizing inter-
view data.

b=

-

Written report summarizing recom-
mendations for revisions

Design Test 4 interview (Spanish
and English) and maaval

¥

Written report analyzing results
of interview.

159
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PARENT INTERVIEW"

4 -
e =

Rationale

.
v .
! - »

In order to provide an individuulized instrucdtional.program for
the 4-year old Mexican-American child.with a special learning problem,
it vas essentlal -to have a systematic and objectlve means of obtaining

&nd recording information regardijg at-home behavior and skills from

the parents of these children. Specific concerns were to develop an
N ' ‘
inteK?iew fotw that

(1) could be administered by the classroom teacher with a high

4

school diploma

T (2) co&lg be administered in 20 minutes or less

-

(3)"focused on the positive attributes of tﬁe child

(4) - provided information about *

a. basic demographic ‘characteristics of family."

b. at~home competepcles of child
I -

c. interpersonal relationships of child with peers and siblings .
d. at-home activities of the child

. e. potential problems of the child as perceived by the parent

(5) established positive communication patterns between the family

Y

and the school.
A review of the literature as well as use of consultants revealed

that no Instrumerts were currently availaule that met these specified needs.

. . p
Interviews\sither focused entirely on negative and health aspects of -

the child or req%}red a highly-trained Interviewer for administration.

Other instruments were questionnaires that required reading on the part

of the parents. as well as skills in dealing with rating scales. A bib-

liography indicating the literature review Is included at the end of this

Ll
.

reporf.
. 160

L 164 f




Vevelopment Process

The decision was then made to develop an interview to be used in
the Ability I velopment Project. The literature review formed the initial
basis for items inc;ﬁded in the interview., Project and evaluation staff
‘8130 contributed to the init{al pool of items. Two préliminary drafts of
the interview were develbp;d: Both drafts were critiqued by SEDL staff
#nd revisions were made to consolidate the two interviews into the f{irst
design test interview,

This interview wés then circulated amopng the project staff for
feedback for revision. Comments made by staff members specified

(1) instr?btions to the intéryiewer regarding adminietraEion andr

scoring should be included in a separite manual rather ihan
on the interview; and

(2). the order of the items should be changed to create a hﬁpre

natural” tone to the interview situation.

Following this review the second dasign t2:st interview and a manual
to accompany it were developed.

Thig interview was then ;dministered te 1l parents of children ag
the Allen Center. Project and evaluation ssaff members administered all
of these interviews. Results of these interviews were discussed in a
project staff meeting. Specific suggestions for revisions made by the

A
project staff were:

, (1) 1Items should not contain a rating scal;. Only "Yes" answers
and comments would Hie recorded,

e (2) Iteﬁs should be added to determine favorite activities of

‘ the child as well as dislikes of the child. -

(3) 1Items relating to language should focus on the child rather

.,

TE
-+
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than the parents
(4) An item relating to speech problems should be added. e

N \ ;
The staff also suggested minor revisions in wording as well as changing

the sequence of the questions.

t
In addition, che second design test interview was also reviewed

N externally by a consulcant.

N Generally his comments specified that: [

i &
(1) The interview was a positive attempt at establishing com-

1

|
municztions between parents and: the school. ‘ /

(2) valuable information should be provided to the ﬁeacher
| ?

| . !
through this interview. [ /

. i
(3) Interviewers should be aware that information #eporCed is

the perception of the parent rather than absolute reporking

of facts. : . rm
(4) Minor changes should be made in the order of wording of

some fCems. ' l

(5) 1Instructions in the manual should be reorganiZzed to include
general guidelines. !

(6) 1In order for the interview to be exporcablé, materials should
be developeg for use by trainers. This mightlin lude not
only writﬁpp guidelines but %lso audio*v%sual traﬁning ma-

. terials dejponstrating appropfiaCe and inappropriagk training
b

tecnniques.

The 1nter§iew was also reviewed by!ceachers in the SEDL éﬁrly Child-
hood Program in McAllen. They generallﬁ expréssed positive fee ings
about the interview but did suggest two:major changes in proccdure, i.e;,
forms should be ;ompietgd‘aECer the inte?view is finished and interviews

. 1 . 1
should be conducted in the home. Neichef of these suggestlions wore
5
Q 162 I
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considered to be feaﬁible"WQFhin the constraints of this project.

One of the major change;\huggested by BEH project staff as well
aﬁ staff in McAllen was the neclé&ity of translating the interview
into Spanish. No translation was deemed necessary for the manual
h;wever. -“Most individuals felt that interviewers would be better
able—-to deal with teéhnical material if presented in English,

The suggestions made by the consultant as well as the project
staff were incorporated jinto the development of the third design test
interview. ) . ‘

This interview was adminiétered to a sample of parents at Canter-
bury and Allen Centers during late March and early April, 1974, Twoi
project staff members and two teachers admlnistered these interviews.

A total of 20 parents were interviewed -~ 9 of these were parents of
target children and 11 of these were parents of non-target children.

Data from these interviews revealed fgw major differences between
the two groups. All saw their children as responsible, helpful children -
who cooperated well within the framework of the family, The only readily
discernible difference between the parents of target vs non-target child-
ren was under the general category of "Running Errands." Parents of
target children indicated that their children did this less frequently
than the other group of parents. - -

Sevétal changes were made in the fourth design test interview as ¥
a result of these data. The basic changes were as follows:

{1) Original instructions to the interviewers indicated that

checklists appearing with certain items were provided for
ease of recording information rather than as a prompting de-
vice. However, one interviewer Jdid pot follow these ineructioﬁs

and actually used the checklists as prompts. Examination of

the data of this interviewer indicated that a greater variety

163 167




of responses was elicited with no seeming decrease in rapport

in the interview sitmation. Therefore, the decision was made
to agk specific items on each!Of the checklists.

(2) Although some of the parents ;f target children who were in-
terviewed had expressed concern regarding their child at an
earlier time to the teacher, this concern was not apparent
through the interview. In order to provide an opportunity
for ;helparenp to eXpress their concerns within the framework
of the interview a question was ;dded, "Do you think your
child has any problems rhar we c;n help with?"

(3) Minor changes were made to the wording and order of selected

questions in the interview.

This interview was administered te 7 parents of target children
and 9 parents of non-target children at the Allen and Riverside Centers.
One project gtaff member assisted with the interviews. However, in
general, teachers interviewed parents of thei; students. -

Once again results of rhe interview indicated few differences be=—""
tween parents reports of target and non-target children. Pifferences
found earlier ynder the category of "Running FErrands" were not present
in this cycle. Two differences between the two groups of interviews
were apparent, however;

(1) Target parents indicated more ;;oblems of their children on
items drawn from the OCR than did parents of non-target child-
ren.

(2) Target parents also specified more Specific problems (i.e.,

speech, hearing, etc.) on the item dealing with problems that

the school might be able to help with than did non-target

parents who tended to Focus on perscnality-oriented problems
164
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(i.e., needs to learn to cooperate, is too shy, ete.)
Revisions suggested on the basis of this revision were minimal. They

dealt simply with slight modification of format and rewording of items.
Projeect and evaluation staff then met to discuss the available
data of 70 parent interviews. Based upon these interviews as well as
SEDL's previous experience with field research, several difficulties
were noted with the interview.
(1) 1Interviews had been administered by at least eight different
interviewers with different backgrounds, biases, and know-
ledge of the population. Since training for the intarviewers
was being developed simultaneously with developmept of the
instrument, there was no definite assurance of even simllar
procedures being used by the interviewers. It was extremely
difficult under these conditions to ascertain th§t all in- o
terviews had been conducted in the same fashion and that
responses had beep recorded in the same manner.
(2) The interview format had been changed previously to allow
- for onlY Yes-No responses with comments if appropriate.
Thus there was no allowance for requesting on recording a
range of reSp;nses. Parents were being placed in a forced-
choice gituation when reporting behavior that is difficult
to definitely report the absence or presence of. The initial
plan was to use the "Comments" sectio;\to record special con~
ditions inherent in the response. ﬁowever, interviewers were
not doing so and previous attempts at clarification of recording
responses had not succeeded in alleviating fhis problem. ¥
(3) One of the original intents of the Pareﬂt Interview had been

to elicit information about inf&rpersﬁnal relationships of,

the child with his peers and siblings. During the revisions
165



of the interview this partlcular intent had become increasingly
loss evident. Much interview time was being spent requesting
information about diffarent type toys or activities that would
seem tc be beiter spent exploring interpersomal relationships
and activities with additional questions involving activities

that the project staff telt wight be more academically rele-

vant.,

v

(4) No questions had been inqluded on the Parent Interview that

reflected any type of é¢xpectation level on the part of the

parent.

With these considerations in mind, the Design Test 4 interview
was revised again. Modifications were made i; the interview as sug-
gested above (i.e., rating scales were added to selected items, items
were added lealing with interpersonal relationships and expectation

level of parents, and many play activity questions wefe deleted.) A

fifth cycle of design test was then planned,

!
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Procedures
In oxder to complete final ravisions of the larent Interview,

a fifth design test of the interview was undertaken with parents of
selected 4-year-olds enrolled at the Child Inc. Centers. Initially
one individual, a teacher at one of the Centers, was to have conducted
at least 20 interviews divided equally between parents of children
designated as non-target and parents of children designated as
target children. Because of time constraints the number of indi-
viduals conducting interviews and the total number of interviews
were modified.

- During the months of July, August, and September a total of
19 parents were interviewed in the home by four individuals represent-
ing Center and BEH project personnel. Ten of these were parents of

non-target children and nine were parents of target children. Table ]

L N

presents a summary of the number and categorization of interviews
conducted by each of these individuals. Interviewer 1, who was*
initially employed to conduct all interviews, did, in fact, interview

the greatest number of parents. . \-

Table 1 .’ ) -

. - -
Summary of Interviews Completed
by Individuals

il

. - - . Target- Non-Target
Interviewer 1 (Center pérsonnal) 6 8 .
Interviewer 2 (Center personncl) 1 -
Interviewer 3 (BEll personnel) 1 2
Interviewer 4 (BEll personnel) 1 -

‘Totaly : 9 10

Table 2 presents a summary of demographic characteristics of

by d .
the families. Only one major difference 1e apparent bhetween tarpet

and non-target families. Fathers were present in 80 percent of

[
4+

167

171




non-farget families, but only in 44 percent of target families.
Educational level of tafget parents, particularly the fathears, was
slightly higher than for non~target parents. Target families
repprtéd afmean of 3.4 children; hon-target families had a mean of
2.9. However, one target family indicated 12 children in the . .
family,- much more than any other family in either group. Meéian
) number of children in both groups was two.

Data were also gathered regarding occupations "of the parents.

Table 3 presents a shmmary of these data. The most freduent '
Lo .

response of both target and non-target mothers was houséwffe. Only S .
? . - .
' a small percentage of fathers occupations were specified. These, °
however, generally fell into the Eacegory of skilled labor. : N *
. , Table 2
v, Summary of Demographic Characteristics . ’
) . .
tother Present in Hpme 1007 100%
Mean Age of Mother 25.9 25.9
Mean Educational Level of Mother . 9.0 _ 8.4
Father Present in Home ' 447 80%
riean Age of Father 27.0 31.3
Mean Educational ;evel of Father . 2.5 8.6
Mean Number of Children ) 3.4 2.9
. Table 3 - s
Dccupation of Parents
: N Target Non—Target
Mothers: Housewife 2 b
Cook 1 1
Domestic 1 1
Teacher . - _ "1
Teacher Aide . 1 - -
Cashier 1 -
No Responge 3 3
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No Response

Fathers: Painter Coe 2 1

Roofer . . - 2

Janitor - -1
Carpenter - 1 .

5

|

The‘foliowing pages are a narrative summary of the results of ‘these
interviews by category of questions. Descriptive statistics are

presented where appropriate, bué because of the number and nature of s
the interviews, n& formal analyses were conducted. Generalizations .

that can be drawn from these intervieys are limited By several con—

"

3traints. The first is dependent upon the developmental stage of
cthe interview itgelf. The interview is under development, and data

gained from this cycle will be used in the final revision. A second

s gopstraint is the small number of interviews that were actually

obtained. . Compounding this constraint weie the number of interviewers

-

Lavolwed. AlthougH an attempt. was pade to provide more standardized

-
3

conditions through the use of only one interviewver, time constraints
did reauire the eventual use of four interviewers. As a result Lhere
,W&s more variation in conducting and recording the interview than is

1

desirable with such a small sample.

Relationship with Siblings ind Peers
Sitlings Both groups of parenté vere asked questions dealing with '
interpersonal relationship; between their child and his,her siblings
and prers. BOCh‘target a:ﬁ non-target -afents indicated their child
played with his/her siblings frequently. (Only one parent, non-target,.
indicated that her children did not play together. She also explained
that the other child was only an infant.)

Although there was no féported diiference between target and
noﬁ-target children in freauency of interaction with siblings, target
rarents more fréquantly reported that their children nlaved together ] 7.3

badly. Two of nine target parents answered that their children did
' - 169
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not play well together. All non-target parents reported that their

2shildren played together well.

Parents were also queried regarding favored play activities
of their child with siblings. Two non-target and three target

parents indicated that indoor activities were favorites. Three

+

non~target and two target parents ansvered that “'pretend"
. v 1 I

activities were most enjoyed. One non-target and two target
parents specified playing with toys. Two non—target’parents ’ o

responded that their children most enjoved playing outdoor

¥

games. No target parent mentioned outdoor activities. The

other parents in both groups responding to this question in-

- dicated that their children enjoyed everything.

Peers In general, parents indicated that other children were

.
-

present in thé?neighborhood. However, non-target children

seemed tq play with them more oﬂten, Seventy-two percent of
ﬁon*target ﬁ%rents reportad frequent play with peers as com—
pared to 50% of target group. Target parents also Yeported
ﬁore frequent problems in playing with peers.

- Additional questions relating to peer aétivities dealt with
the child's understanding and implementation of rules and taking
turns. Yo differences were apparent between target and non-target .{.
groups. In general, only half of the clildren played games witn
rules but almost all understood the concept and actually "tookc
turns” in games. One question'dealing wifh the age of children
that the child plaved lbest wi;h was not answered by approximatély
half of the parents. Parents answaring renerally specified that
their child played best with children his/her own age Jr older.

v

With the exception of one parent, all non-target parents
’
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indicated that thedr child preferred outdoor pames and activities
with the neighborhood children. The other non-target pavent

specified that the favorite activity was "playing house”.

Target parents specified a much greater variety of activities.
' Two mentioned outdoor activities, one mentio%ed indoor activities,
: }
three specified "pretend” games, two indicated playing with toys,

!
and another answered tiiat their child liked to build things.

IV Viewing

All children of parents interviewed indicated that their
"children watched TV. Target children were reported to watch TV
less than non—targét children. ¥ive of the nine target parents
answered that their children watched TV only very little o;
occasgsionally. Only 4 of the 10 non-target parents responé;d

in this manner. However both groups discussed TV shows watched

often. - -

The favorite TV. shows of most of the children were cartoons.
Cartoons were mentioned‘by 7 of the 10 non-target parents and

8 of the 9 target parents.

Peading to Child

Approximately 72% of all paﬁfnts interviqyed indicated that
they read to their child. Target parents answereé more frequently
that their children listened well (50% as compared to 29%).

Both groups indicated generally that the children sometimes retell
stories. Apparently songs/poem§ are mork often repeated b& the
children with over 50% of both groups indicating that their child
often repeate{ songs/poems,

School

Parents of non-target children indicated that their children

talked more about school, their friends and retold more school stories
) 171 175




and poems than #arget children did according to patrent report.

Mo differences w@re apparent between the two groups on the;other
Q questions dealingnwith school snd its relationship to the everwvday

life of the child." Table 4 summarizes the data for these questions.

} . Table 4
% of Children Who: \ Little Sometimes Often
\ T NT T NT T HT
_ Talk about School | _]22%-——"" 11% 122 ©67% 88%
Retell Stories/Poems \ 43% 10% | 14% 207 437 07
i v
Sing Songs-.” - 10% 4372 30% «  57% 60%
Talk about School Friends~ = 437 207 57% 807
Talk about Teacher booon 43% 307 577 60%
Self Care \

Date relating Lo the darents’ reporting of self caré skills

of theilr child is presented\in Table 5. Several differences
betweea the two gréﬁps are a?parent.“ Target children are less It

likely'to be tying their shoég or selecting their own clothes.’:
- However they are vreported to %e more adept at fastening of

clothes than the non-target grbup.

Table 5
NO \ SOME OFTEQI

T NI T NT T N
Selects Clothes - 1172 - 567 10% I3 590?-

Puts on Clothés 117 IU%I 227 107 © 677, 80T

‘ Fastens Clothes I 227 107 117 407 _ 77% . 507

Puts on Shoes *} . 20nT 2 o 77% | 607

Ties ghoes ﬂf 667 307 - 207% 34?; 507

Undresses é; - 10% 147 107 867, 807

Takes bath by h%&self 117 10% 227 - 677 907

Washes Face/Ha fs 11% - 22% 207 6?21 an7y.

' Brushes Teeth 117 - - 10z 88% 907
‘ [1{[1C - E‘ombs Hair ' - 102 447 30% 66'/{‘ fr“i?"
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Hearing/Vision/Speech Difficulties

Mone of the non;targec parents indicated that their child
haq difficulties in any of these areas. .Alchough no target ,
parent specified any hearing or vision problems,/tWO parents e
menTioned spe&ch difficuléies. One of cﬁesé'parents specified

stuttering as the problem, but the other parent did not expand

on the answer. ¥

At~Home Verbalization
. |

Oﬁe hundred percent of the target parents and 897 of non- .

target parents indicated a high verbalization level for their

child. In snite of this, 507 of non-target and 229 of target
) . . |l
parents indicated that they wished wheir child talked even more.

The majority of the children uriderscood both Spanish a;d-
English (56% of Eargeﬁ and 80% of non-tarpet.) Thé-target grouh
had the only child wﬁo\und?rstood only Spanish. The most ‘
frequentlv used language in both Zroups was Englisﬁ with 78%

of target and 70% of n&nTCarget reporting as English speakers.

Favorite Activities of Child

Three non-target péfents indicated ?hac waCChiwg TV'was :Qf
Favorite acEiviCy of the}r child; TV was mentionég by 0ni§ one of ‘
the target parenés. Outdoor activities were Spesifieé by three
non-target parents and two target parents. Three iarqet parents
mentioned indoor activities as favoripes: no non-g{arget parent
speciiied indoor activities. "Heloing" accivicies'(cleaniné, L
sweeping, watching the baby, and helping in the iitchen) were
menktioned by two non-target and three target p;rencs. écher
‘activities mentioned bv target pa%ents were building, prlaving

with chickens and dressing; the other non~target parcnt mentioned

177

Playing with toy cars. ,
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- / o !
' Nislikes of Child

‘Only three parents in the non-target sample indicated that

f. - i . wt

// ¢ Mehedr childrén disliked anything. ﬁCIaaning the room, fetting

! 3

up In the morning, and eaﬁing’werejthe mentioned dislikes. .

Again, only three target pavents specified any.d{slikes of

their children. llowevet 2 of these parents both mentioned

these dislikes. Dislikes mentioned were taking naps, medicine,
Eeing yelled-at; doiné things for_babb eister, helping, around
the house,-bicking up_teys, goieg to bed early and raking a
bath, - - '

.Fears of the Child

. " . e

Again, only a small percentage of the parents interviewed
- . o ] ’
responded to the question. $Six non-target and four target

parents menticned any fears. TFear of certain animals vas

specified by three non-target and three target parents. Two .
K * . ' ! »

non-target parents and one target narent indicated that

s . . . .

their child was afraid of the dari:. One paren}{ in each Froup

answered that their child was.afreid éf monster movies.

Household Activities

Table 5 presents the summary of data renardinr chlldrens

assistance with household actlvrties. QOme differences exist

] . e

'between target and ncn- target groups but differences are not

consistenit. Target chlldren performed 10 of thESP household b,

L L -

) activities more frequently than did non-target: hovever nong

4 L]

target children :performed the other' ten hoﬁﬁehold activities. -

+
) t / ~ ' K4
\more frequently than did target cﬂildren. Thnrc seemed to be -
Po pattern either in eerms of- performance of houselhold activities

. " [} -

kenerally associated with this age level between the two froups.
. tGC f : ' ‘ 174, )
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:
/L Table 5 ;
) ' |
Household Ac‘tivit_ifzs ; i
S SOME orten  me f
T W T NT T N T
" Preparing Ilealg 29% 10% 59% 50% ,‘;'I‘LZZ 407, 2 L
.~ Setting Table 60% 30% 11%  70% 23% - n Lo
. Vash/Dry Dishes 437 20% 487 707 14% 107 2
;o f‘eedingh“ 507 60% I3F 30— L7 L0¥ T
L " Dressing 29T 03 427 200 29% 107 ' 2
: Babysi{EtIng™ — - - 607 607  20% 10% 20% 30% 4
v Making Beds ’ 227 33% 367 33 222 33% o o
. Putting p1§y:h;ngs wp 227 11% 457 33% 337 567 0
~ Emptying Trash 137 207 50% 407 . 17% 40% 1 ‘“r*
Sueeping 22% 302 557 60% 227 10% n
N Picking up Clothes 132 30% 507 407 177 305 1
Washing Clothes 507 502 507 307 - 207 1
,', Putting Laundry Up 25% 20% 50% 40% 259 407 1
Hatering Yard 502 107 387 607 127 307 1
- Cleaning Yard 677 33% 117 562 22% 117 0 :
- Taking Care of Pets  12% 3% 507 44% ——38%-23% - 1 e
Fixing Things 67% 207 17%  70% 167 10% 3
’ Taking messages 127 20 6% 407 .4 407, 0 J
Going to Store 2572 33% 377 239 arx !‘flz-—m—- 1
Bringiny Things 122 - i25% 507 637 50% 1
!
|
|
. ~
) 175 r
179




General Health of Child

All parents in both groups with the exception of one tarpet
. ]

: 4 .
parent indicated "that their child hadi always been healthy, 'The
: 3
one diSsenting -parent mentioned frequent problems with tonsilitis

!

* . before they were removed.
Parents were alse asked to respond to a checklist dealing ,

wvith specific phyéical comp&aints. No major differences hetween

*

the two groups were app?rent with the exception of two items.

The target group complained more often of hunger-and thirst than

did the non-target group. Data from this checklist are summarized

on Table 6. s
!

_ Tahle 6
of Children

! Y
Specific Physical Complaints
- !

Yo SOME | OFTEN

} ST, T N T NT
caraches - | 867 78 17 ur -
ayes hurting 100% 100 - - - -
headaches 5% 707 25% 307 - -
tooth ache% 757  80% 25% 107 - 107
stomach acﬂrs ' 8% 507 - LY T VA - -
runny nose 867 807 147 207 - -
arm aches 1 160% 1007 - - - - 1
leg aches '(__H" 8% 1007 127 - - -
thirst % 25% 897 257 - 507 1%
hunger i ' 507 707 257 30% 25% -
fatigue ? 63% 1007 377 - - -

|
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Complications During Pregnancy or Childbirth

Although none of the target parents specified any problems
during pregnancy or childbirth, 307 of the non-target parents
indicated that there had been difficulties. One child was 7 weeks
premature, and another was delivered by Caesarean section. The
other paren; did not specify the problem. .

Items Derived from OCR

Table 7 presents a summary of these data. A few differences
emerg2 between the groups largely in the grea relating te speech

problems. More target parents report difficulties on several

i et .

.— ——————ttems Felating to speeéﬁﬂbroblems notably "hard to understand”.

The only major problem reported was "sits close to TV" with
several parents in both groups indicating frequent occurence

with their child.

Personality Characteristics of Child

Data regarding‘the parents perceptiun of personality char~
acteristics of their child are summarized in Table 8. Major
differences in parents perceptions are apparent becween these
two groups. Target parents pexrcejved their childrén move
frequently to be argumentativf, stubborn, "a show-off", clumsy,
arid generally negative. . (n positive attributes FonFained on
this checklist, non-tarpget parents more frequently meationed that

*

their child was considerate and affectionate toward others. !

o

Pride of Parents

Two attributes-general consideration and helpfulness and

singing and dancing abilities-were mentioned by parents in both

\ groups. Four non-target and two target.parents answered ﬂun;thoig

-

child was considerate and helpful tb others. One non-tarfet and

Q . | l\\ ) 18'L .
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Table 7 -
. Parants Report on OCR Items - .
N SOME OFTEN
T NT T NT T BT
Not hear when you talk to nim 257 40% 73% 607 127 =~
= Doesn't pay attention 377 10% 50% 30% 12% 10% .
Answers with nods or gestures 227 607 88% 0% - . 10¥ "
Sits close to TV a7% S50% 117 20% 227 30%
Holds books close 007 9% - -~ - 10%
Squints to see y _B97 907 - - 112 39% } et
Rubs eyes a lot ‘ 1007 1607 - - - - .
) Doesn't seem to see things 50% 66 507 227 - 127
' Hard to Understand 67% 787 - 227 33 -
) Says some words wrong 37% 787 637 22% - - - :
: Says some sounds wWrong 8% 80%Z 117 10% . 1177 10% K
Talks like a yo&nger child 75% 967 257 - - 107
3 . ‘ - ‘
T o Table-8 . g
Parents Perception of Personality Characteristics of child
! 7 3 NG SOME[ OTFTEN
T &7 T NT T NT
Considerate . . 1% - 447 407 447 607
Argumentative 127 407 11% 607 67% -
Stubborn - 407 447 60% 557 -
” Show-~0f £ ‘ . “227 407 347 507 447 107 "
Affeccionac; ’ 3% 22% 22% 27 447 667
' Clumsy d 332 897 337 17 3V -
& Afraid to be Away 667 707 3% 207 - 107
'l'ires‘ Easily 637 90Y  37% 107 - - a
[l{fC Nogativism 127 107 557 ROV 33X 107 ‘ 182
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two non-target parents mentioned sineing and dancing abilities of

their child. Academic abilities of the child were specified by

two target parents. Maétery of English by their child was a source
of pride to three of the non~target parents. nther traits

" L]

mentioned-by & single non-target parent were rides 2 bike éell,
. ¢', Q L]
- dresses himsalf, and has stopped saving'bad words. oma target

¥

parent also mentioned that her child prays and kisses her

. goodnizht, e e e e

R o m——r -

information Desired by Pavents about the Schocl e

Only two pareats in each of the groups vequested additional
specifie information about the schooi The two non-target parents
requested additional information about the bilinguwal program.

Yne target parent wanted to know exectly whac théir child was

doing in the school znd the other -target parent wanted to know

il

: what ("if anv'") reading program was being used. ] .

Parents Expectations For their Child

-In response to the quesGion‘ngarding what they would like
theirlchild to leara in school, two non-target and five target
- parents indicated that they would like their chil&'tn learn
basic academic skills. Four non-target parents and two target
parents stressed the importance of mastering English: The ) -
remaining parents in both groups were nonspecific generally
indieating that thefr child had already {;arned a preat deal ' 2
" and that they wanted him/her to learn as much as possible.

. " *
Two other questions dealt with academic expectations of

the parent for theiyx c¢hild. 0ne of these askpd parents ‘how they 1
I
|

expected their child to do in school; the other asked how many

135




_school.

grades Ehey expected their child to complete. All non-target
parents expected their child to do well in school; however two
of the target parents expected theit child to have problengs in

Non-target parents seemed t0 have more definite e;pectations
for the academic careers of their childféh. $ix non~target parents
indicated that they expected their child to finish high school.
Three non-target parents stated that they exneﬁted—zﬂgi;_Ehild to
attend college. The final non-target parent responded "as far
as ;he wants to." Three target parents did not FesDond to -this
question. Three of the target parents respondeg that they
expecte& their child to finish high school." Twa others expacted
their child to attend college. The other parent exPected her
'

child to be a "drop-out".

Parents Problems with the Schools

K]

Six of the non-target parentgﬁand two target parents indicated
approval with cyrrent programs and procedures in the school.
Problems with centers and directors were mentioned bv two non-

target parents and one.target parent. Need for child to learn

more academic skills, e.g., rzading and writing were mentioned by two

non-target and one tarfet parent.
Another target parent stressed the need for more adequate
teacher training for Center personnel.

Parents Perception of Problems School €Could Help With

None of the non-target parents indicated that Eheir child
had any problems' that the school could help with, Five of the
target parents gpecified problems. Two of these problems ~
speech prq,lems and combrehensinn of Pnglish - were specific
problems.. Ehe others (help her be a better‘child, cverconme
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her sensitiveress and eating habits, and ability to express her
feelings) were moéé general problems.

Although it is difficult to draw any defgnite conclusions from
these types of data, some general stafements can be madé.

In summary, it seems that the major consistent differences be-
tween target and non-target children accofding to parents’ re;orts
occur in the following areas.

1. Presence of father in home

2. Quality of child's interpersonal reléiionship witihr peers )

and siblings.

3. Extent to which child discusses school experiences '

4. Selected self-care skills of child

5. Spezch problems of child

6." Personality characteristics of child

7. Academic expectations of parent for tiie child -

8. Presence»of>specified problems that schaol could help with

Other items oﬁ the Interview révealed no consistent differences
between the groups. Since one of the major objectives of the
Interview was to delermine what the functional level of the target
child was in the home, this lacg of differences may be interpretéd
in a positive light. Apparently in many areas the target child
presents competencies that are identical to other four-year-olds.
These similaritie; between groups as well as the iifferences are
$Qually important in developing an impres;ief of the parents' view
of the target child.

The following recommendations are made in an attempt to coustruct

an Interview that focuses equally on the similarities and diffe;enccs

189
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-

between the two groups. Suégeétions for deletions were gerevally

made because of time limitations rather than because an item was "bad".

Based upon data available from the Parent Interviews, literature

reviews of other parent interviews, and clinical judgments of SEDL

staff.
Interview:
1b
2e-
-3a
4a
Se

-

S5a
5b
5S¢

5d

10

I3

11
12b
13
14

15

16
17
18
19
23

The followlng items should be included in the revised Parent

24

28

Another group of items provided interesting information and

required, in most cases, minimal administration time.

if adequate time

were avéilable and defiﬁ&te plans for use of the information are made,

these items should also be includad:

W la
2a
2c

2g

3b
48
be,

4d

, 20
21
22

25

26

27

The vemaining items should be discarded or major vevisions made.

In general, the items have either had a low response vate, all answers

have been the same, or require excessive amounts of administration and

analysis time. These items are:

le
2b

2d

2f
3¢

id

6 9

7 12a
g
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1. %il} -aachers be able to use the information?

CbNSULTAHT ﬁEViEN AND CR.TLQUE OF PARENTAL INTERVIEW FORM AND IN§?RUCTIONS

The following pages include: a. Brief background explanation, b. Stat;mént
of purpose and sequence of activities in development, c. Instructions for the
teacher (Of‘other interviewer), d. Interview fo;m :

After reviewing the materials, please comment on your overall reaction,
including positive reactions, criticisme, and suggestions for improvement. In
addition, your response to the followifif questions will assist thé staff in
further revisions.

L3

Regaréding the interview questions: -
1. Are the iltems within the developmental capabilities of four year olds?

2. Are the items stated positively? ’ . ) -
3. I8 the language simple and élear, free oé apbiéuity? ’ L
4, 1Is it too long? too short?

5. Ar% the items in reasonable sequential order?

6. Are the items observable at-home behaviors?

Regarding the instructions. for the te&acher:

a. for rgcdgnizing the child'sﬂat-home competencies
b. for, ident?fying poteniial pfobiems
2. ‘Are the instructions detailed enough? too detailgd?
3. I8 the language eany to read and undarstiand?
Regarding the +uotal vackage (interview form and manuai)
L. 13 the total pacxage exportable? “
2. Is the total Tackage applicable?
3. Should an audio-visual intesview demonstragion be added? Filmstrips’“___

Audiotape Film Videotapé (reel o reel or cassétte)

_‘:'184
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S.E.D.L. : . " y
STAFF USE ONLY :

——

BACKGROUHD _ : e ey
In order to provide an individualized instructional for the 4~year-old, Mexican
Americgn child with a special learning preblem, the, program gtaff considered it

essential to have some objective means of obtaining and recording information from
3

the parents concerning the child's at-home behavier. Specific concerns were to

e
~

develop an interview form that
(1) could be administered by a classroom teacher at the high school graduate level

(2) could be administered in 20 minutes or less
2
(3) focused on the positive attributes of the child

- "(4) provided information abont
e a. basic demographic characteristics
b. at home competencies of child

c. potential prbblems of child perceived by parent

A review of the literature, parent interview questionnaires, and personal inter-

viewg revealed that there are no instruments currently available which would

meet the specific needs of this project. This review included: )

1. Farent Rating Scale {Gerald Strag, Mental Health Institute, Independénce, Iowa)

2. Pfeschool Attainment Record (Edgar Doll - adapted by SEDL, 1970)

3. Denver Devélopmental Screening Test (Frankenberg, W. K., Dodds, J. B., and

1

Fandal, A. W.)

4, Parent-;ttitude Scale {Department of Special Edication, University of Texas)

5. Developmental Schedules {Gesell, Arnold)

6. Devalopmental Tasks and Instructional Activities (Lysiak, Faye)

7. Perdue Motor Perceptual Survey (Roach, Eugene G. and Kephart, ﬁewell)

8. Behavioral Characteristics Progression.CHhrt (Fickel, R. C., Santa Cruz‘County?

Office of Educatien, Santa Cvuz, California)
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9, Adaptiyé Behaviox Inventory for Children (Jane Mercer)l,

10. Handbook for a Parent-School-Community Involvement Program (SEDﬁ)

e

Consultants:

‘Dr. Will Beth Stephens, Temple University ub v

. ! .
Dr. Jane Mercer (Pluralistic Assessment Project, University of California at
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." be available. Interviewers should be instyucted to listen T

e
-

CRITIQUE OF PARENTAL IﬁTERVIEW FORM

<
) L1

AND INSTRUCTIONS TC INTERVIEWERS , : .
1, The items seem developmental&y appropriate to me. One
minor point--I feel that it is within normal. variation for _some e
four year olds to function with. the peer group in parallél .
fashion rather than cooperatively. The questions relating.to
peer-relations need to be asked my p01nt is. with respect to’ :
. interpretation. ) ) ) _ .

2. Items are stated positively in my opinion. o

3. Except where I have made notations on the copy, the items ', ‘
are stated in unamblguoqg terms. I feel it is better, however, - .
to formulate all questions so as to avoid yes and no responses " .
(it 35 not always possible to do so) ; :

. "
4, 1 do not feel that the- 1nter31ew 15Ltoo long ‘or too short.
1f interviewers are trained to ptoceed at a fairly standard
rate with parents who are not offering plaborated responses,
still asking enough follow through questionsj a fairly good .
gmount of information about the way parents view the child will

somevhat longer if parents.seem very eager to talk, even though
the interview form has been completed )
i

5. 1 would rearrange order to start with qdbstlon about what
parents are most pleased with the chllh for. 'In,relationshi!. .
to item three above, although the 1temi are positive in nature, y .
ordering the interview with a very positive beginning would,

seem to se&t a positive tone for fhe whéle .interview. .

)

4

6. There are items which ask for somejinference, but without
training the parents to avoid interpretation, ong will get:

inferences in any case. A behavioral gnalysis is more appro- .
priate later, rather than on initial c dntacts with the home'. - .
I do feel that even initially it is im ortant to formulate \ ,
your inquiries,.in behavioral terms in $o" far as possible.- AR
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fnstruction L TR -

i i 4
l.a Teachers should be verytcleqr that the -information is
the parents‘ perception--not an accurate account of the child's
compeience.
“that is,reason for follow through inquiny

.'1.b Certalnly eithér ﬁlscrepancy between parenfs* view of
the child or the problem which parental response might indi-
cate are cause for considering potentlal 1nterfer1ngifactorq

© L)

Should they have a different picture of the child

2. MosE comments regardlng the. text are to be found in' the.
cory I would underline the desirability of grouping all
. general prlnclpIes reliated to the interview at the bdginning.
_-SpeCIflt tlarifications should be referenced to. those" sec-

tions, or items.to which they relqt? ’

. the most part "the languaéd is easy to-follow. Avoid,
howeven any suggestion that the Anterviewer's role has any-
thing ?o do with diagnosis. 'kg

v -
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Regarding the Total Packagea ) )

1, To make the item exportable I would feel more comfortable
if there were guidelines and materials for a trainer for con-
ducting thé training sessions.

2. (I do not understand the directign of the question.)

The whole package seems applicable to identification of po-
tential problem based on parental perception. Caution should
be included in inferring more than perception of child's func-
tioning. Any significant parental concern that can indicate

anxiety over the child's status is worth following ‘through
pregrammatically.

- i "
3. I strongly recommend audio-visual training materials model-
ing appropriate and illustrating inappropriate interviewing.
Film cartridges cassettes would seem a very exportable fashion,
16mm woyld be more exportable. Reel or cassette audiotape of
interviewing ceuld be used for training in general questioning
and probing skills.

Overall Comment .

I feel very positive about the potential of the interview
when packaged with appropriate training manuals and materials.’
Trainers to go with the package initially or t6 monitor its
use would be an excellent addition--perhaps you can include
this in the design test phase of development and evaluate the
extent which training is making better interviewers of teachers.




INTERVIEWING PARENTS ~ GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS'

4
'

Preparing for the Interview

1. Review the manual and questions thoroughly, note the format of the

questionnaire.

"

2. Set up a time for the interview with each parent that is convenient for

L]

theﬁ. Allow approximately 20 minutes for each interview.
3. Emphasize positive points about!the child. To do this you will first
have to be clear shout them yourself. So, study the child and his

classroom work carefully.

. . _ ’: w
Conducting the Interview )

1. Spend the first few'minutes giving the parentypositivé information
about the child and bec?ming better acquainted with the parent.

2. You sghould already know the parent well ensugh to know whether to use -
English or Spa#ish. However, if you decide a; any point that the other
language would be more appropriéte, change languages. Please ﬁote on
the interview where such & change takes place.

3. The questions of the interview fo;m are suggestions._'lf,yPu feel
awlward with a queftion or the parent doesn't seem ;o understand, rephrase
the questioﬂ. Specific examples of adaptations are presented later in
.the qanual.

4. Throughout the interview the parents ma&_pry tQ."seCOnd guess" you in
order to try to give answers that they think you want. It is important
ghat you relieve parents' anxieties by assuring them that you don't
expect & certain type bf‘answer from them. Emphasize that t?ere are no

% Ll
correct or best answers. Fog example, if a parent indicates that their

»
[
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. . ) g L
child never helps with household work, you ¢can simply say: "YeST that's

understandable for a child of his age." A type of response you would not

want to give is "Are you sure he doesn't do anything?" or "Surely he is
expected to do something." ) '
Detai}ed information about prompts is presented later in the manuai. Be
sure to read this carefully to avoid the impression of 'grilling" the

parent.

Recording the Interview

1‘

A form has been provided for your use in recordiﬁé informatdion. Some
parents may feel very uncomfortable about your writing down their restonse.
Stress that you are recording the responses‘so that you can havé\thei
information to help ydu know the child better so as to be able to teach
him better. You might want to show the parents the interview forwm to put
them more at ease. Others may be so nervous about your writing that it

is best to wait until after the interview to record the information.

@
Checklists are provided on several of the questions. In some instances

these checklists are provided as gui&elines for questions; other check-

"lists are not to be read aloud and are only used .as a means of recording

responses. Detailed information about each checklist is provided later
in the manual. Please follow thege directions“closel}.‘

If you do not understand something‘the parent is telling you, ask them

" to tell you more or to give examples, at that time rather than at the end

of “he interview. -

-5

On some of the questions, checklists are given that have possible answers

L1

of "yes," and "Comments." Record whatever information the parent gives

but don't push them for how often the child does the behavior.

199
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5. Refiember that you don't want the pérents to feel that you expect the child

to do all of these éhings, so don't read the checklists (questions 2 and

8). Try to key any prompting to information that the parent has already

given you. As the interview progresses the parents usually become more

”» -

-

relaxed and open. Be sure to record, under the appropriate question, any

information that the parent might give later in thie interview.

Wy
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S.E.D.L. .
STAFF USE ONLY, .

4
.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS,

>
INTRODUCTION: The teacher should prepare a short introduction to A
put the parent at case and to give an idea of the-
, . purpose of the interview and the form.

EXAMPLE: Hello, Mrs. (Mr.) . JI'm so glad
that you could <ome in today and visit with
me. (Or, if it is a home visit--I'm .so glad a

- you invited me into Yyour home today.) ‘I see
. in schodl, but I really wanted a
chance to learn more about him/her and the
things he/she 1ikes to do at home. I would
like to ask you some questions about the
different things does at home. ©
I'm going to write down what you tel on.,.
this form, so I won't forget. All the chil-

. dren in my class are different and special,

and I want to be sure to teach thém in the

best possible way.

QUESTION 1: I'VE NOTICED THAT — ——— REALLY LIKES TO —— :
(SPECIFY ACTIVITY THAT CHILD ENJOYS AT SCHOOL.) WHAT DOES
" {HE/SHE ENJOY DOING MOST AT HOME?

- -

Purpose: To gain information from the parent about particular interests
and skills the child has that might assist you in reinforcing
and building on these,

Prompts:

Recording: Record the response the parent gives you. . .

]

QUESTION 2: WHAT ARE SOME OTHER THINGS HE/SHE LIKES TO PLAY AT HOME?

Purpose: To gain additiondl information about interests and skills of
the child in order to reinforce and build on these.

Prompts: If parent doesn't give you information about a specific
activity that you think tke child enjoys, ask them if the

— child onjoys-thig at home. . If possible—try—te—eembine —- ——————o
several items, together with an observation you have made
at school to avoid asking too many questions. .

EXAMPLE! seems to enjoy story time at school.
Usually after he's listened to a story, he likes
to go back and look at the book and repeat as
much of the story as he can .remember. Does he
like to do this or make up stories at home? Y‘

197 .

o : 193

3 ' D




aw

Purpose:

L4

Prompts:

Recordiné:

A
. QUESTION 3: DOES HE/SHE PLAY WITH HIS/HER BROTHERS AND SISTERS?

"To dgtermine how well the child gets along with siblings and

activities they enjoy together.

‘If parent just says ,'"Yes," ask her "What do they usually do

together?” If parent says "No," don't question as to reasons
but record any information that the parent volunteers..

”
. Hopefully you will be able to record whether the child has
siblings of about the same age, how well they get along
» together, reasons for any discord, and activities thay
enjoy together.

.
1

QUESTION 4: ARE THERE OTHER CHILEREN I THE. NEIGHBORHQOD THAT HE/SHE

L 2

+ ' LIKES TO PLAY WITH?

Purpose: To determine how well che child gets along with children of
- ' his own age and activities that they "enjoy ‘together.
-

Prompts: If parent just answers "Yes" ask "What kinds of things do
they ustially do together?" "If parent gays "No" don't ques-
tion extensively but record any information the parent
volunteers.

Recording: Record any information that the parent gives you about the

' presence of children in the neighborhood, how well child

X gets along with them, and: activities they enjoy.

QUESTION 5: WHAT DOES HE/SHE DISLIKE DOING?,

Purpose: To gain information abodt dislikes of the child in order to
avoid unpleasant experiences for him at school and also in
order to help him in overcoming these dislikes,

* IS

Prompts: ' R

Recording: Record the response the parent gives you. .

QUESTION"6: IS THERE ANYTRING HE/SHE IS AFRAID OF?

Purpose: To gain information about the fears of the child to aveid
unplesant experiences and to help the child overcome these
fears. . '

Prompts:

Recording: Record the response the parent gives you,

198

194




=3

%

QUESTION 7: HOW ABOUT GETTING DRESSED IN THE MORNING. WHAT KINDS OF
w5 THINGS DOES HE/SHE DO TO GET HIMSELF/HERSELF DRESSED?

&

Purpose: To provide the teacher with information about the self~help
skills of the child. - .

Prompts: If you, feel that the child probabiy (oes something that the
parent hasn't mentioned, ask her about it. Again try to
combine your fuestion with an observation about soriéthing the
child does in school. -

[ L

Reéording: Record the response the parent gives you. = - ‘

QUESTION 8: WHAT THINGS DOES HE/SHE NEED HELP WITH?

Purpose: To provide teacher with information about the self-help skills
of the child.

1 -

Prompts: Follow the same procedure outlined under Question 2.

Recording: Record the resﬁonse the parent gives you. -t

4
DO TC HELP YOU ARQOUND THE HOUSE OR

QUESTION 9: WHAT DOES
) YARD? ~ .

il

Purpose: To gain more information from the parent about the typeg of

» + skills a child demonstrates at home in order to help with
teaching.

Prompts: 1If the parent answers, "He/she doesn't do anything to help"
and you think the child probably does help with something,
reword the question and give an observation you have made at
school. . Say -

. ., o
EXAMPLE: Parent says, 'He doesn't help."

Teacher might say, "At school he likes to help me

pass out the juice. Does he ever like to help you

put food an the table or help out by picking up his

clothes?" .

1

If parent still says "No;" -gzo-on--to-Question-l0-but—be sure
" to record anything related to Yhélp around the house" that
might come up during the interview. Some statement should
probably be made at this time to keep the parent from think-
ing that the child is not doing someth¥ng that the teacher
expects lLim to be doing.
An important thing to remember is that you don't want the
' parent 'to feel that you expect the child to be doing all of
) - these things. For this reason DON'T READ THE CHECKLIST to
parent. Try to key any Prompts to information that the
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[

. 195




parent has already given you. If the parent has already
told you that the child helps with several things listed

] PN under "Helping in the Kitchen,'" ask her about the other
. things under the same listing.
. o . T ‘a2
) *- EXAMPLE: Parent says, 'He helps me sometimes by seccing the
. . table and drying dishes. "
, .. Teacher might say; "It sounds like he's a big help

to you. When he's helping does he ever do things
like- clearing off the table or washing or putting
away the dishes?" . ° .

w If the parent doesn't mention one of the categories and you
think the child probably helps with it, ask her about it and
give a specific example.

EXAMPLE: Teacher might say, '"Does " ever-help with
_the cleaning by picking up his toys or his clethes?

iy

Recording: Record the final response of the parent.

<

QﬁESTION 10: DOES HE/SHE ALWAYS SEEM TO HEAR WELL? SEE WELL? SPEAK
WELL? .

Purpose: To determine possible problems that the parent may be aware
of that teacher may or may not have noticed.
L3
Prompts: If parent amswers "No," record any problems that she specifies
the "Comments." R

Recording: “"Record any information given by parent. .
QUESTION 11: I'VE NOTICED THAT ___ ___ LIKES TO (POSITIVE MENTION

OF WHETHER CHILD, i QUIET/TALKATIVE AT SCHOOL ) DOES
HE/SHE LIKE TO TALK A LOT AT HOME?

Purpoge: To learn more” about ﬁerbal,skillg_of child in home situation.
Prompts: Encourage the parent to give you more than just a Yes
respot’se. However, don't push the parent for information. .

N - NOTE: Be sure to make a positive statement about the child's
verbal abilitias; don't just say "He is always talking at ,

o school” oy "He never says a word at school."

Recording: “ Record as much information as the parent gives you; for
example, how verbal the child is, how the parent feels about

children talking, situations that create the most talk, etc.

»
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NP
QUESTION 12: WHECH LANGUAGE DOES __ USE MOST OF THE TIME?

. SPANISH ENGLISH A .
o $ 7
# ]{ ’ . N
Purpose: To learn more about bilingual abilities of the child. - .
. - e 5 ; ' '
) Promgts;/ . . ) .

fumﬁééérding Record as much informition as the parent gives you: for
gxample,.when does he speak English, or Spanish‘ and who .
is he with when this occurs.

. LI

QUESTION 13: WHICH LANGUAGE Dons____lmngRsm@? =
SPANISH ENGLISH _ ' o

Purpose: To learn more about bilingual abilities of the child. -

Prompts: .7 :" ) X \ .

- - .

Recording: Record as much information as the parent gives you: for
, ) example, does he’both understand and speak English; when
: ' d?es he, and who '1s he with when this occurs,

QUESTION 14: -HAS — —~_ ALWAYS BEEN A HEALTHY CHILD?

Purpose: To determine general health and any health problem that the
parent recognizes that the teacher may or may not. have not:‘.ucfi

Prompts; 0.
Prompts: —

LR ’ - Q\
Recording: Record any information that parent gives you,

QUESTION 15: DOES —_________ EVER COMPLAIN OF ANY, OF THE FOLLOWING? T

headaches - k
toothach#s ) .
stomach aches __
‘runny nose __ _ .o
arm aches
leg aches ,
being very thirsty .7 o
———-—  ~-being-very -hungry et
.. being tired or sleeliyf . A

4

Purpoge: To determine general health and any health problems that the
’ parent recognizes that the teacher may or, may not have noticed.

Prompts: - "

L

Recording! Record any information that parent gives you.

i e
"
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QUESTION
Purpose:

Prompts:

Purpose:

Prompte:

Recording: Record any information that parent glves you.

Ed

Purpose:
3, —t
. v Prom kst
) . Recording:
=

QUESTION 19:

QUESTION 20:

16:

Recording:
LN
QUESTION 17:

QUESTION 18:

QUESTION 21:

DID YOU HAVE ANY SERIOUS ILLNESSES OR CdMPLIthIONS :
DURING PREGNANCY OR BIRTH OF ————? . — . .

. .
To determine Lf any problems were present,during this crucial
time that might alert you to possible problems. g
1f parent answers "'Yes," agk what the problem was. However
don't insist upon an explanation if parent seems shy or

hesitant to respond.

Record any information given by parent.

LD ANY OF THE FOLLOWING APPLY TO ____? o
e L

To identify possible problems that the parent may be aware of v

that the teacher may or may not have noticed. . N

WoUL

.- .

A

WHAT ARE SOME OF THE THINGS THAT DOES THAT YoU ™
ARE HOST PROUD OF? :

B
- . , " -,

To gain more information from the parencs about sévﬂngths of
the c¢hild that the teacher may or may not have noticed.
i . . ’ \ ﬂ
The parent may nqt uaderstand or be able to answer this ‘
question easily. She may just simply agree with what you e

have' said. If she seems to be having trouble try rephrasing X g
the question or giving an example., b
Parent says, 'Yes, he does get along well with other.

EXAMPLE:
: children."”

Teacher migh say, “Yes, that is really good when & .
child his age ‘can do that. What arve some other

things about him that you think are especially good

; for a child his age?" Y

. -
Yo "

Write down what the parent tells }ou; If you have any
questions or do mot understﬁﬁﬁ"ask“th-tﬁ‘giﬁﬁ‘err?nz
example.

L3

IS THERE SOMETHING YOU'D LIKE TO KNOW ABOUT THE SCHOOL OR .
WHAT YOUR CHILD DOES AT SCHOOL?

WHAT WOULD YOU LIKE YOUR CHILD TO LEARN?

18 I__BE SOMETHING YOU'D LIKE TO SEE THE SCHOOLS DO THAT k
WE AREN'T DOING NOW?

£=3
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sparent *and school. .
£

——— -

N e ey - ’
Te establish some positive exchange of information between

Thesé may be difficudt questions'fér the parents.
answer "lNo" immediztely,. try rephrasing the questions.

)

. r
If they '
Ie

might be helpful to give some ideas from your own experience *
as a parent or student and’ schools.\

parents for reaponse. .

- -

Recording:

However, don't push

Recbrd any information given‘bﬁ parent.

. *

»

QUESTION 22: DO YOU THINK YOUR CHILD HAS ANY PROBLEMS THAT WE CQULD *
HELP WITH? . . '
Purgose:.'To be sure you have given the parent every opportunity to
, express his/her cuncerns for his/her child. They might have
' a problem not mentioned on the form or that the parents had
neglected to mention earlier. -
Prompts: - )

Recording:

Recofd any information glven by the parent.

. 199
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T STAFF USE ONLY

. PARENT: ENTERVIEW FORM

P
* ’
y

¢}' I've roticed that ' ..
" that child enjoys at School)

Comments -

-

reall? likes to

= ] “FIEOT TEST INSTRUMERT

+

) (8pecify activity
What does he/she enjoy doing most at home?

*
2|
L)
1

PLAY ACTIV}TIE% ot
.plays pifetend’ © .

YES

COMMENTS

What are some other things hefshe likes to play at Home?

(dress-up, house, cow—
boys, school, work;—etc,) .
makes up stovies

»~ listens to stories

retells stories

repeats poems/rhymes . _

sings

/ dances

"listens to music

lookg at'books/magazines

watches T.V.

draws/colors _. .~ -

cuts paper .

plays with toys/playthings o

plays‘ball -,

plays dolls

rides tficycle/bicycla

makes/builds things

runs/skips e

. games

other

favorite toys v

favorite games _

favorite T.V. program

Does

What do they like to do togethe:?

play with His/her Brothers and sisters?

YES

T
11
L1

Comment9°

with?

t Hhéh do they do together?

{

Are there other children in the neighborhood that, he/she likes to play

- YES . NO

Comments:

200
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5. What does he/she dislike doing?

Comments:

L ' K

6. Is there anything he/she is afraid of?

'Comments: . e

. How about getting dressed in the morning.

What kinds of things does he/she do to get himéelf/herself dressed?
: & Y
SELF-CARE - - . YES GOHMENTS .
selects own clothes
puts on clothes
! fastens clothes
puts on shaes
ties shoes
undresses,
takes bath-
washes face/hands
brushes tegeth N
combs hair :

N

8. What things does he/she need help with? -~ .

L ¥
9. What does : do to help you around the house or yard?
HELPING Ty KITCHEN YES  COMMENTS N
fixing meals
setting: tables
helping with dishes
< other L o

. -

HELPING WITH YOUNGER CHILDREN
feeding
dressing
baby sitting
other *

HELPING WITH CLEANING .
making beds

putting playthings away
emptying trash/ash trays
sweeping/vacuuming

other ° o :

HELPING WITH LAUNDRY - : .
picking up clothes > '
carrying laundry aids/ ‘

clothes , -
folding clothes :
" putting clothes awayo . ' .
other

L -
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HELPING IN YARD YES  COMMENTS

: watering .
gardening
cleaning the yard
other - §

TAKING CARE OF PETS/ANIMALS

RUNNING ERRANDS - o
taking messages *
shopping s
bringing things
other

HELPING WITH FIXING THINGS “

OTHER (specify)

10. Does he/she always seem to hear well? YES NO
. see well? YES NO
speak well? YES NO

Comments . . 3

1
[

11, I've noticed that likes to (Positive mention of whether child is
quiet or talkative at school). Does he/she like to talk a lot at home?

YES NO
————Comnients: T
12. Which language does . use m;st of the timg?
. ‘ Spanish English
Comments : "
13. Which language does understand? Spanish . English
Comments? . .
14. Has always been a healthy child? YES ‘NO -
15. Does : eve£ complain of any of the follgwing? ‘
headaches ' ;
toothaches

stomach aches
runny- nose

arm aches
lgg aches
being very thirsty

hungry
being tired or-sleepy

Comments:

. ) 202
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16,

’

l?l

18.

19,

20,

21.

22,

~Comments: _

Did you have any serious illnesses or complications during pregnancy or the
birth of _ ? . YES NO

.-

Would any of the following apply to ?

complains of ear aches
.answers with "what" '

'ignores talk directed to him/her

answers with nods or gestures

\sits close to T.V,

holds books very close _

squints to see _

rubs eyes a lot ~
eye irritations ' Lo
doesn't seem to see things that happen in the same room with him/her
speech is difficult to understand

mispronounces certain words

mispronounces certain sounds

talks like a much younger child

What are some of thg,thiﬁés that does that you are most proud of?

Comments:

Is there something you'd like to know about the school or what Your child
does at school?

*

What would you like Your child to learn?

Comments: ‘ )

Is there something you'd 1ike to see the schools do that we aren't doing now?

3

Comments:

Do you think your child has any problems that we could help with?

Comments:

203
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SOEOD.LO
STAFF USE ONLY

GUTIA PARA ENTREVISTAR A LOS PADRES ‘

PILOT TEST INSTRUMENT

.

1. Me he fijado que a le gusta mucho (diga qu& actividad
le gusta al nifie/nifia en la escuela). ;Qué prefiere hacer en'la casa?

COMENTARIOS

’ r
2, (A qué otros juegos le gusta jugar en casa?

JUEGOS Y PASATIEMPOS $1  COMENTARIOS

pretende ser otra persona
o estar en otra situacidn __

* inventa cuentos ,

escucha cuentos

repite cuentos

dice poemas/rimas -

¢+ canta

baila -

escucha uisjca

mira libros/revistas

mira televisidn

dibjua/colorea

corta papel

juega con juguetes

juega con pelotas

NERENEERE NN

juega con mufiecas

anda en bicicleta/
. triciclo

hace/construye cosas

corre, salta

juegos, pasatiempos

otros

juguetes favoritos

LYt

juegos favoritos

programas -favoritos de
televisidn

3. i{Juega con sug hermanos Y hermanas? S

{Qué les gusta hacer juntos?

NO

COMENTARIOS

4. iHay otros nifios en el barrio con quienes le gusta jugar? SI

¢Qué hacen juntos?

WO

COMENTARIOS




5. ¢Qué no le gusta hacer?

COMENTARIOS

6. ¢Tiene €1/ella miedo de algo?

COMENTARIOS

L

7. iSe viste solo/sola en la mafiana?
:{Qué hace para vestirse?

CUIDADO DE ST MISMO
escoge su ropa
se viste
se abrocha su ropa
se pone los zapatos
s¢ amarra los zaparos
se desviste
se bana
se lava la cara ¥ las manos
se cepilla los dientes
se peina

8. ¢Con qué necesita ayuda?

9. :4Qué cosas hace ~ para
AYUDA EN LA COCINA

preparar comidas

poner la mesa

lavar los trastes

otras cosas

AYUDA CON 1.0S NINOS MAS PEQUENOS
darles de comer
vestirlos
cuidarlos
otras cogas

AYUDA CON LA LIMPIEZA DE LA CASA
hacer ‘lag camas . - '
recoger juguetes
tirar 1a basura
vaciar los ceniceros
barrer/limpiar con 1a

aspiradora
otras cosas

COMENTARIOS

w
-

ayudarse en la casa ¢ la varda?

COMENTARIOS

wis
=t
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AYUDA CON LA ROPA ° - ST COMENTARIOS
recoger la ropa :

traer jabdn/ropa

doblar 1la ropa

guardar la ropa

otras cosas

AYUDA EN LA YARDA/JARDIN
regar

cutdar el jardin

limpiar la yarda

LT

otras cosas

CUIDA ANIMALES DOMESTICOS

HACE MANDADOS
recibir y llevar -mensajes

ir a la tienda

traer cosaa

otrag cosas

¢LE AYUDA CUANDO UD. ESTA COMPONTENDO
0 ARREGLANDO COSAS?

OTRAS COSAS (aclare) _ ‘ ~

10. (¢Parece que 8l/ella oye bien siempre? ‘ Si NO
-ve bien . SI NO
habla bien , - 81 NO
COMENTARIOS
11. Me he fijado que a le gusta (comentario pdsitivo si el nifio/la
nifa es callado/callada o si habla bastante). ¢Le gusta hablar mucho en
casa? . - NO .
12. '&Qﬁé idioma usa lo m3s del tiempo? Espaiiol inglés
COMENTARIOS
13. (Qué idioma comprende ? ) Espanol inglés
COMENTARIOS
14. jHa sido siempre un nifio/una nifa saludable? SI NO

15. (Se queja a veces de alguro de estos problemas?

dolor de cabeza
dolor de muelaa

- dolor de eatomigo
le corre la nariz
dolor de brazos .
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16.

1‘? .

=

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

dolor de piernas
tiene mucha sed

tiene mucho hambre _.
b [} [ o~
se cansa facil o anda siempre coa sueno

COMENTARIOS l :

“COMENTARTOS

i Tuvo usted alguna enfermedad seria o comp11cac1ones durante el embarazo o
el nacimiento de « 7 ST NO

iHace su nino/nina alguna de estas cosas? S
: R
b

o,

se queja de dolor de oidos

responde con ";Qué?" or "What?"

no hace caso cuando le hablan .

responde con gestos o movimientos de cabeza

se.sienta muy cerca de la televisidn ; 1

detiene libros muy cerca para verlos o leerlos

aprieta los ojos para ver (sSquint) ’ s .
se talla los ojos

se le irritan los ojos .

—_.parece no ver cosas que OTuUrTrell en €l mismo cuarto donde estd 8l/ella

es dificil entender lo que dice

prQuuncia incorrectamente ciertas palabras ¥
. e o ciertos sonidos

habla como un nific m3s pequefio .

{Qué cosas hace B que le causan orgullo a usted?

[

o A .
iHay algo que ustedes quieren saber tocante a la"escuela ¢ lo que hace su
nifio/nifia en.la escuela?

COMENTARIOS

tQud leg gustaria que aprendiera su nifio/nifia?

COMENTARIOS ’

™

*

¢Hay algo que ustedes quisieran que hiciera la escuela que no se estd
haciendo ahora? «

COMENTARIOS

o

(Tiene su nifio/nifia algfin problema con que le pudi@ramos ayudar?

*
»

COMENTARTOS

‘ T
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PARENT WORKSHOP SURVEY

On March 5, 1974 we attended the Parent meeting at Canterbury Center. We
gave out and discussed a list of possible topies for Parent Workshops. 15 surveys
were completed and returned to us. There were 5 couples who responded jointly.
There was a total of 20 parents present.

The Parents were instructed to check the topics that they were most interested
in learning more about and to_write in other topics which would be interesting tc them.
in the space provided. All the topics received some votes, .

No. 9 « "Planning and bu11d1ng an’ adventure playground” received the most votes
which was nine. . . *

No. 3 - "Cultural enrichment programs, such as trips to museums, 1ibraries,
department stqres, factories, parks, or zoos" recceived eight votes. Lo

No. 2 - "Discussion of rhymes, poems, story-telling, songs, and dances in
Spanish and English which will help stremptheén Tultural self-image" and No. 8 !
"Methods and techniques which promote parent-child interaction” tied with six
each. )

No. 7 - "Instruction in how parents can make and use materials to.help their
children learn" received five votes. -«

We are planning to provide for limited workshops on Nos. 9, 3, 2, 8, and
possibly 7, but we feel that the parents expressed sufficient interest in all the
topics that we recommend the other topics be offered by someone through Child, Imc.
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These are possible topics for school-parent workshopﬁ. Please check those
whith would be most helpful to you.

1. Panel discussion on early cﬁildhood growth and development. '

- 2. Discussion of rhymes, poems, story~telling, songs, and dances in Spanish
and English which will help SCrengchen cultural self-image.

3. Cultural enrichment programs, such as trips to museums, libraries,
department stores, factories, parks, or zoos.

4, ’CommuniCy involvement in planning and developing exc'a-curricular
activities, :

5. Coumunity programs and ways to participate in such programs.

‘ *

6. Presentation ofjcommercial and school-made materials to show how they are
used to strengf&en the school instructional programs.

7. Instruction in how parents can mzke and use materials to help their~ ch11—
dren learn. A\

8. Methods and techniques which promote parent-child interaction.
3. Planning and building an advenCu;e\playground for children. '

10. Others

\

]
Commenis:t

L 214

210 ¢ N




- SUMMARY OF PARENT WORKSHOP ACTIVITIES :

- -

The Adventure Playground, (topic No. 9) having ;eceivedbche;mosc votes
on the parent survey (March 5, 1974) of possible parent workshops, was the

first and primary concern we had in working wich the parents at CanCerbury
CenCer.

¥

We gave the parents all the responsibility fo1 colleccing materials and
in getting donations for the lunch and volunteer work. Although they were
not successful in geccing all the materials they had wanted, they did
collect a'substancial amount of materidls a gash value of $93 97 not including™
v used tires and other incidental Items donaCed and use of tools. )
This resulted in nine new pleces of playground equipment and ten painted
tire flower pots.
They did a wonderful job on the lunch, which was chicken mole, rice,
beans, sandwiches, bar-b-que beef; cake, coffee and punch.

Two parents worked with us on the publicity and spoke on two different
radio programs about the playground. We zlso had 7.V. and Newspaper
coverage.

_We did work closely with the Center Director, Soclal Worker, and the
Parent Committee Chairman Mary Hernandez. This project was completed in 31
days from March 5 to April 6, 1974. ' : ’

l.‘_ . ‘
Buring this same time, we'prepared and presented three limited cultural
workshop which covered some of the other topics on the Parent survey.
Topic #3, "Cultural enrichment programs, such as trips to museums, libraries,
etc.," received the second highest vote.. We attended with the parents as &

group to a meeting of the "Mexican American Chamber of Commerce.”

\ At the meeting the parents heard 6 Classical Mexican songs presented with
a brief history of.each by Santos Reyes.

The heeting was informative to the parents that attended and they have
plans to attend future meetings. \
- - o
We also contacted KLRN, T.V. station to arrange for the parents to visit
the filming of a bilingual children's program but they were not filming at
the time. They do welcome visitors, so this information was iven to the
Parent Committee Chairman and the Center Social Worker.

No. 2 "Discussion of rhymes, poems, story-telling, songs, etc.” was .
the topic ~for the next 2 workshops. *

We did a lot of research for this which iIs documented in them"Progress
on Parent Workshops Report." Because of a limited amount of time to

present the workshops we had to be very selective and careful in selecting
material for these. .
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For the next two workshops we did the following:

»
. - v

We ghowed the film "Paso a Pago'" which shows children performing dances
and games from the SEDL Bilingual Early Childhood Program so the parents
could become more familiar with the program as well as be able to discuss
the songs and games presented. In addition we presented 4 other songs” which
ware not on the film and 6 finger plays ‘and one game. We made written )
copies of these for the parents to take home and yse with their children.

We. had a guest speaker Chema Saefiz who told a story in Spanish and talked
about Mexican folklore ifn-Texas and led a discussion on that tépic.
Ben Salazar presented another story for discussion. There Was time
for discussion after each topic on the program. )
The parents expressed a lot of interest in this type of workshop and
stated that they appreciated meetings and workshops being conducted in
Spanish. -
| .
We felt too limited in time to present a workshop{on Ho. 8 - "Hethods

.and Techniques which promote parent-child interaction.” We.did look for
someone Wwho could do this type of workshop for the parents later and conse-

uently learned of two parent workshops on this topic taking place on April 20
énd April 27. We had notices on thig workshop délivered to the Director of

" the center and discussed the wotkshop with the Center Social worker and the |
Parent Committee Chairman as a possibility for their parents to attend.

The County Agricultural Extension Agricultural Extension Agent who is con- .
ducting the workshops expressed a desire to conduct a workshop for the .
parents in the néighborhood of Canterbury Center if they will request one
and provide facilities.
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+ 212




- REPORT ON ADVENTURE PLAYGROUND

This report encompasses all activities surrounding the planning and
building of "An Adventure Playground" at Canterbury Center. Actual planning
by the parents on this activity began at a parent meeting on March 5,. 1974,
At this time twenty parents and other interested guests met to.view slides
on "Adventure Playgrounds."” The successful results attained at this meeting
were attributed to the fact that several key parents were contacted by
telephone and at the center when they came to pick up their children and
informed of its purpose. These parents responded in a way which motivated
others to participate in the project. - ’

Any success in building the playground can be attributed to the

following: ‘

1. As a 5.E.D.L. intern and consultant, we ccordinated activities between
parents, consultant Jerry Turner and Child Inc. staff.

2. Key parents were identified and a constant on—éoing communication
was sustained throughout the planning period to keep up interest among those
participating in the project. . Y.

3. Progress on the "Adventure Playground" was reviewed at ¢ne regular
parent meeting. A special mecting was held later to assess progress relative
to materials collection and manpower. . L

4. There was some success in obcaiging &onated materizls and paints - .
from individuals and local merchants. A’total value of $93.96 was donated

_in materials and in food. This doesn't include 19 used tires and miscellaneous

materials such as nails, chains, etec.

v
- ] ’

5. Twenty parents in addition to 17 other members of the community helped
in the project. Everyone was invited to participate. Both men and women had
an opportunity to be involved in the project. The women provided food and
drink and the men the heavy work. There were a total of 122 men hours ddnated
to the project. '

6. The services of a competent consultant on "Adventure Playgrounds" °
were donated. The direcclon provided by this consultant was very helpful in
all phases of the project. '\LL“h‘

.
- )

7. Adequate publicity was attaingd by contacting the news media through
radio, telewvision, several newspapers,/ posters and word of mouth..

8. The director and staff of Canterbury Center wanted "An Adventure .
Playground." Their suggestions and participation in the various discussions
of the project were very helpful. . . '

Following is a list of playground equipment which was added to the . .
Canterbury Center playground on April 6, 1974: /

1. Two tire swing seats to replace conventional seats for variety.
2. One new tire swing.
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/
3. One tri—level platfqém. .

4. One sandbox with capopy and sand. ° : < .
5. One tire tunnel (2 truck iires) - ’
6.~ One climbing barrel * -

7. Twenty flower planters (tires, cut, inverted and painted) .
8. One round table (telephone wire spool) v P -

-

- '

9. Re-located and lowered horizontal ladder to accomddate 3, 4, and 5

year old children ) -

10. Painted tires scraps Cfor use in a variety of jumoing games)

I

4.
The“Group painted‘all items of newly constructed playground equipment.

Some of the plans in building the "Adventure Playground" were nota +
reallzed on April 6. - - "

r . . v *

I, Some promised mdterials‘ﬁere nor obtained or delivered, such as: J

- Ll

1. Two parents were{unsuccessful in obtaining concrete pipes. They
reported that local mérchants that sell this, product did not want to °
donate any of these materials.

f 3 . -

2. Two parents were unable to obtain asphalt which was needed no

* construct a trigycle track. Another parent who promised to get;this
material never showed up.

+ ’ " . * L ) .
3. Two individuals were not,able to obtain ilroad crossties needed
for various phases of construction. It was Zzported that the local
railroad maintenance office was not willing to donate these materials.

'

, We never heard from two other individuals who were supposed to get

these materials.

&, One individual was not*able to obtain telephone poles from the
local telephzne company. Two individuals who said’ they wouid bring
some potes did not do 80.

5. fOne parent ha!n't ahle to get concrete blocks as she had planned.

The, l'ack of materials prevented the building of at least four other items
of playground equipment. The following items of equipment could have been
"constructed if materials had been made available: .

1. One tricycle highway and accessories

3 - "
1 * .

.2. Placement of concrete pipes to. -provide for a variety of playing

activities
" -
A One climbing wall (telephone poles) RN
i . . Yoy
4., One climber (crossties) ] o
s 5. One block house and accessories , -
’ T . e i
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. _ . . . *

It is récommended that a great deal of consfMeration be given when
selecting a materials collection committee, Perhaps selecting two co-
. . chaixran for each committee would be more effective, More time should be

provided far organizational activities before the actual congtruction of a

- playground, Also, a date prior to the date set for constructian of the .
I playground should be plamned to inventory materials, .
L) ‘ ‘ -
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by Dick Shindler

The parcnts of the Camer-
ry Day Care Ccnter organ-
last Saturday to build an
veniure playgrouud at 1864
nierbury Street.

The project was co - ordi-
ted by Ben and Ruyy
biazar and Jerry Turner
c¢o - operation with Dir-
ftor Pavline Teague aud
prent Committee Chair-
krsou Mary Yernandez.

The function of Canterbury
fenter is to- take charge of
ree, four and five year old
hildren of working parents
[o can't afford to hirebaby-

tters during workinghours.
¢ Model Citiés staff cares
pr the children from 7:30

m. to § p-m., Monday didn’t cost anybody any[hing_
-.m . "

- ]
through Friday i’ree of
charge.

The Canterhnl'y Steeet
location was selected for the
playground site because it
Is centrally located in re-
lation (o the people it is to
serve, and also because of
the abundant space for play-
ground structures. Another
important benefit derived
was” that the parents were
becoming more involved with

the school, thus moving to-

ward more meaningful mutual
communication between the
two. The pareuts inadvert-
ently got to know each other
better as well. -

Through their cfforts the
children now “have 75% mor¢
1o play on,” accordingtocon-
suitant Ben Salazar, “and it

Adventure Playground Bui-l‘t\\
By Canferbury Center Pa rents

Everybody had a pari w play
and everybody can feel good
about it. The ladies brought
food and painted, the men did
the heavy work.”

The playgroundhas swmgs
a slide, climbers, tunnels, a
shaded sandbox and the pro-
Ject is still short of its, fin-
ishing touches. “They like
to imagine things,” explains
Salazar. “Onc kid will stand
here,” gesturing to one of the
climbers, *and imagine a
boat; another might imagine
3 house. It can be anything

they want and that js good’

for their minds.”

“The most beautiful thing,”
he adds, “is that the children
see Lheir parents working for
the school and the kids, and
it makes the child proud of
them. He can say 'My dad

was there and ha helped.’. "~ - -

1

At this time, Canterburyis
one of three Child incorp-
orated centers, sponsored by

.Model Cities, that is partici-

paling in a special Bilingual
Early Childhood Education
projcet under the direction
of Dr. Joyce Evans. This
year, ouly four year olds are
included in the pilot project.
As a result of a very, posi-
tive response in the children
to the bilingual instruction,
howcver, parents are asking

that the wiree aud five year '

olds be includéd in the pro-
gram in the very near future.

Unified group action with
definite goals brough con-
structive tangible results in
the case of the playground.
Perhpas the momentum will
carr¥ over in this endeavor
as well. -I-

-

LA FUERZA, Thursday, April 11, 1974
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