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Introductidn

Since the inception of public school provisions for handi-
capped children in the early 1900's, the self-contained special
class has been used as one of the primary administrative struc-
tures for delivering special educational services to hand’capped
children. The intact "special" class had traditionally '.een so
closely associated with special education as to frequertly be
thought of as what is,-in fact, "special” about specia’ education.
Indeed, mﬁch of the research in the field has treated homogenzous
grouping procedures as synonymous with special educational pro-
gramming. The initial impetus for an organization of special
classes grew out of the need to relieve the regular teacher and
her pupils of the bi'rden of catering to the individual differ-
ences or deviance of children in the class. Gradually, the field
moved from a relief philosophy, to an era esmphasizing keeping
children happy, to our contemporary approaches to special educa-
tion. The principle philosophical position offered in support of
segregated classes for the handicapped emanated from humanistic
values based upon flimsy research evidence pointing to low
sociometric status of handic:oped children in regular grades
(Johnson, 1950). It was argied that special classes are, in
fact, more democratic in that they personify the school flexi-
bility in catering to indivicual differences--in meeting the
needs of all children entrusted to the public schools. The

research findings of the so-called efficécy studies--particularly

T 16



in the area of mental retardation--conducted throughout the
decade of the 1960's necessitated a reanalysis of the self-
contained special class as the only pedagogical intervention for
kandicapped children. These studies, naively conceived and
methodologically deficient, failed to substantiate the promises
of special classes (MacMillan, 1969; Kirk, 1964). Concurrently,
with the publication of the efficacy studies, a number of socio-
political forces pointed out the responsibility of public schools
to minority groups. Essentially, this latter development related
to special education from the point of view that disproportionate
numbers of minority children were being placed in self-contained
special education classes (Dunn, 1968). Hence, a growing atti-
tude among minority group leaders seemed to develop which viewed
special education and intact special classes as a means for
further disenfranchising the minority group child. In other
wo~ds, the black, brown, and other minority handicapped child

was viewed as being segregated from his normal peers under the
guise of providing special educational services. In still
another context, the institutionalization of the special class as
a primary means for handling handicapped children in the public
schools led to stigmatization of the child associated with such

a placement (Meyerowitz, 1962; 1967). Furthermore, precedent
decisions as well as litigation currently being conducted by
parents and minority groups throughout the country indicate a

growing dissatisfaction with the traditional delivery system.

v 17
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For example, the U. S. District Court for the Eastern District

of Pennsylvania, in Pennsylvania Association for Retarded

‘ Children v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (1972)‘, ruled:

It is the Commonwealth's obligation to place each mentally
retarded child in a free, public program of education and
training appropriate to the child's capacity, within the
context of the general educational policy that, among the
alternative programs of education and training required

9y statute to be available, placement in a regular public

school class and placement in a special public school class

is preferable to placement in any other type of program of
aducation and training.

Currently there are four major reasons for demanding a
reevaluation ¢f the efficacy and advisability of homogeneous
grouping in intact groups as an intervention for handicapped
children.

1) Existing research has failed to demonstrate significant

. achievement gains in children in speciai classes when compared to
those children placed in regular classes.

2) Minority groups tend to be hostile towards such a
placement of their children.

3) Placement ir special classes appears to stigmatize or
label children as inferior to pupils placed in regular grades.

4}  There is a growing number of court decisions emphasizing
the right of every child to appropriate public education. In
addition, certain court decisions have stated that "placement
in a regular school class is preferable to placement in a special
pubiic schoel class..."

The underlying assumptions of previous tiiinking relative
to effective educational planning for the handicapped suggests
the need to develop methodologically sound procedures for deter-

o mining for whom and under what conditions integration is ¢ viable

ERIC .
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educational alternative. Historically, the field of special
education has conceptualized the issue o~ special educational
programming as a dichotomous va~iable: special class versus
regular class. Yet, it is highly unlikely that valid inferences
about educational programs can be made from broadly cionceptual-
jzed, loosely implemented administrative arrangements. The
within-unit variance is o enorrmous that there is no compara-
bility across units. Thus, effectivenéss cannot be determined.
Finally, i1t is doubtful that any one combination of pedagogical
variables can pe Jemonstrated to maximize growth for all handi~
capped children, or for all children characterized as a labeled
subponulation (i.e., EMR, LD, ED).

Project PRIME departs from previous views with respect to
the above factors. Class placement is viewed as a continuous
variable ranging from total self-contained, homogeneous special
class placement to total integration into regular classes with
no special provisions made for the handicapped thild. The rele-
vant variables within the context of a continuum of educational
placements are those process variables that define the educational
treatments received by handicapped children. Finally, the
project is addressed to the more praciical issue of for whom and
under what conditioas (e.g., administrative arrangements, .curric-
ulum methods, etc.) can the growth of handicapped children be

maximized.
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Background of the Probiem

Prior to school year 1970-71, special education services in
the state of Texas were similar to those services provided by
most states. The majority of children who were labeled as handi-
capped were placed in segregated classrooms according to handi-
capping condition. Traditional psychological and medical exami-
nations were used to evaluate and place these children. Other
then a lowered pupil-teacher ratio of apprdximate]y twelve to one,
no additional funds for supportive services were given to these
classes-other than the traditional maintenance and operation
funds allotted to everv classroom whether it be for the normal or
the handicapped.

As a result of the passage of Senate Bill 230 in 1969 by the
Texas legislature, a new era of services and philosophy of special
education has begun in the state. Some of the new services to
local districts authorized by Senate Bill 230 include:

a) Extension of the age limit for all exceptional children

to ages three through 21, thus providing for Early
Childhood Education.

b) Extension of the pilot program for the emotionally
disturbed into a ctate-wide program.

c) Addition of Language and/cr Learning Disabilities as
a new handicapping condition.

d) Addition of services for pregnant students.

e) Allocation of funds for teacher ajdes.

<0
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f) Extension of financing of programs on a ten-, eleven-,
or twelve-month basis.

g) Altocation of ¥unds for special education materials to
be used in the classroon. as well as for Special Educa-
tional Materials Centers throughout the state.

h) Allocation of funds for local school districts' pur-
chase of consultative services that may be needed by ~
the special education program.

i) Allocation of funds for comprehensive appraisals.

j} Allocation of funds for new, supportive sﬁecia] edu-
cation persoinel such as Special Education Diagnos-
tician, Special Education Counselor and Special Educa-
tion Visiting Teacher.

A new State Plan for Comprehensive Special Education was
developed on the basis of the 1969 legislation. An important
administrative feature of the new State Plan was the development
. of two alternative precedures for allocating State funds to local

districts.

The first alternative, called Plan A, provided for special
education resources to be directed to local districts on the basis
of the total numbers of pupils in average daily attendance (ADA).
The second alternative, called Plan B, allocated funds on the
sore traditioral basis of identified handicapped children.

Specifically, the formula for Plan A school districts is as
follows:

1. For each 3,000 pupils in average daily attendance,

(based on the previous year's report) the State will
provide salaries for up to:
a. 20 professional instructional units;

b. 7 teacher aides;
c. 3 professional supportive units.

ERIC A |
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2.  For each 1,000 pupils between 3,000 pupil increments,
. the State will provide salaries for up to
a. 6 professional instructional units;
b. 2 teacher aides;
c. 1 professional supportive unit.

Professional instructional units refer to teachers who may
be used in any instructional arrangement deemed appropriate by
the local school district. For example, they may function as
self-contained special education teachers, resource teachers or
helping teachers. Similarly, the teacher aides may be used in
any manner that seemc appropriate. Finally, the professional
supportive un:ts include the personnel listed below:

Special Education Super-isor;
Special Education Visiting Teacher;
Special Education Courselor;
Educational Diagnostician;

School Psychoiogist;
Associate School Psychologist.

-0 QOUTo

The job description and certification requirements outlined
by the State are contained in Appendix I. Plan A school districts
have the option of choosing any combination of the above personnel
as they interpret their respective needs.

Plan B school allocations are based on the number of
jdentified handicapped children. That is, rather than the inno-
vative Plan A formula based on average daily attendance, alloca-
tions are %or classroon teacher units on the basis of the number
of handicapped children needed to be served. Specifically, for
the educable mentally retarded (EMR), the minimally brain-injured
(MBI), and the emotionally disturbed (ED), teacher unit alloca-

tions for the Plan B scnhools are determined as shown in Table I.

ERIC T, 2
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TABLE 1
. Required Number of Pupils
Per Classroom Unit in Plan B

Type of Initial Teacher Unit ~ Additional
Handicap 1/2 ] 2 Teacher Units

EMR 4 8 14 14

MBI 4 8 14 10

ED 4 6 12 6

In other words, in order to establish one class for EMR
children, the Plan B school district has to identify and certify
eight children as EMR. Montgomery (1972) describes this as the
“eight pack" method of support. To establish two classroom units
for EMR children, an additional six children would have to be
jdentified and certified. Each additional classroom unit within
the school district would require the identification and certi-
fication of 14 EMR children.

Based on the number of classroom teacher units, the fol-

lowing additional personnel are allocated:

1. 5 classroom teacher units = 1 teacher aide;
2. 10 classroom teacher units = 1 professional supportive
person.

The state legislation contained in Senate Bill 230 expected
all the State financial allocations to local districts for special
education to be based on the Plan A formula by 1975-76. Change

from traditional Plan B financing to the new Plan A financing has

A
W
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been planned as a transformation over a five-year periocd to allow
for evaluation and modification. For the fiist year, school

year 1970-71, five pilot schiol districts werc selected to

become Plan A for the school year 1971-72. The procedure used by
the Texas Education Agency (TEA) to select the Plan A school
districts are representative of urban, suburban and rural commu-
nities as well as the ethnic and socioeconomic composition of

the State. The districts, furthermore, represent a variety of
administgative and instructional arrangements. (See Appendix II
for listing of regions, school districts and &ears for implemen-
tation of Plan A.)

In addition to the provisions of the new State Plan for
specic1 Education and the Plan A method of financial allocations,
another jmportant féature of Texas educational regulations per-
mits fhe counting of a handicapped child in the regular ADA count
for state reimbursement whenever he is intégrated more than half
the time in regular class situations.

Besides the increase in special education services and the
changes in method of allocation of special education funds, the
rhilosophy of special education has changed jts orientation. The
new philosophy in Texas involves increased emphasis on:

a) diagnosing the child's educational needs rather than
determining his handicapping condition;

b) providing continuum of services including resource
rooms, diagnostic classrooms, helping teachers and
sel f-contained special education classrooms; and

c) allowing the handicapped child to remain in the regular
classroom whenever he can profit from such instruction.

vo24
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In order to implement the philosophy of emphasis on the

' child's educational needs rather than his handicapping condition,
new guidelines for pupil appraisal Qére developed which placed
more emphasis upon education:1 diagnosis directed towards assisting
the teaéher in the classroom. New personnel such as the Special
Education Diagnostician and the Diagnostic Teacﬁer were developed
in order to provide more expertise in the area of diagnosing
educational problems. Additiinal funds, as indicated earlier,
are also provided to the local school district to help pay for
the more expensive type of comprehensive pupil appraisal.

The provision of a continuum of services for handicapped

children and the integration of handicapped children into rggular

‘ classes has been facilitated by a pupil appraisal system that
jncludes determining whether the child can profit from regular
educational instruction. The local education agency is also
encouraged to integrate children into the regular ciassroom by
peing able to count the handicapped child for special education
units as well as for regular school units where he or she is
integrated one-half or more of the time in the regular classroom.
The consultative funds provided for the special education program
in tre local school district can be uccd to implement an
jn-service training program for the regular teacher to assist
her in better coping with the problems of handicapped children.
In addition, a special education helping teachei can be assigned
to assist the regular teacher in working.out educational problems

. that may arise with the handicapped child. The state education

‘ ™ 25
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agency has encouraged using new instructional arrangements
including resource rooms, continuous progress curricula and
open classes in an attempt to accommodate handicapped children.
Because the Plan A program allows a more flexible use of
the state's special education financial allocation, certain
changes in educational emphasis have occurred more frequently in
these districts. Plan A districts can be characterized as those
receiving the maximum quantity of support resources and permitted
the most flexibility in allocating those resources, therefore
‘ making the greatest departure in philosophy from the etiological
model of classification and segregation of handicapped children.
However, it is important to realize that even though Plan B
schools are operating under less flexible policies than Plan A
schools, certain Plan B school districts have jmplemented
excellent integration programs in preparation for becoming Plan A

school districts.
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Problem

Within the context of Plan A, described above, a ccliabor-
ative effort was agreed upon among the Texas Education Agency
(TEA), Division of Special Education;.the Intramural Research
>rogram, Division of Research, Bureau of Education for the Handi-
sapped (BEH); and the Center for Innovation in Teaching the
4andicapped (CITH), Indiana University. The tripartite agree-
ment was inaugurated in orde: to investigate what factors make
a difference for exceptional children in order to maximize their
social, emotional, and academic growth. The parameters and
dimensions to be included under this generic question are elabo-
rated throughout the report.

Briefly stated, the problem to which this research is
directed 1s generic to the entire field of special education.
There is considerable evidence to suggest an ongoing impetus on
the part of state educational agencies toward reevaluating the
appropriateness of special class placement for handicapped
children. A perusal of the Projected Activities Report submitted
by each State Education Agency to the Pureau of Education for the
Handicapped for the fiscal year 1973, related to PL 91-230,

Part YI-B and PL 89-313, reveals that over fifty percent of the
states' 1isted activities related to integration of handicapped

chiidren into mainstreain education as a major problem and objec-
tive. There is every reason to believe that the "zeitgeist" in

special education is moving away from self-contained special
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classes (particularly for the EMR, ED and LD child) and toward
reintegration in the regular classes. 1f, as Hanushek (1970)
suggests, based on analysis of Coleman's (1966) data, schools
appear to be expending funds on the wrong things, it .would seem
imperative that special education, where per-pupil expenditures
are greater than in regular education, shouid be concerned with
jdentification of the factor. that make a dif“erence for handi-
capped children. However, 1 ttle effort appears to be underway
to identify the relevant pedagogical varizbies which will maximize
the successful adjustment and growth of handicapped children in
regular classes. Hence, there appears to be an urgent need for:
a) a description of those variables (i.e., input and process)
which appear most relevant to the prediction of successful out-
comes;.b) the development of specific intervention programs
delivered to regular classrooms or related sociological systems
(i.e., peers, family, etc.) which have potential for maximizing
successful outcomes; ¢) the experimental validation, through
methodologically sound design, of promising jntervention packages;
and d) the evaluation of those variables within intervention
packages w.iich account for their success. The inauguration of
the new Texas legislation and its obvious nationa]implications

have providéd a unique opportunity to pursue these problems.
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Review of Literature

The history of special education generally reveals an
emphasis on attempts to discover what makes a difference in regard
to administrative arrangements and educational interventions
for exceptional children (Dunn, 1968). A review of the litera-
ture suggests that the broad spectrum of administrative arrange-
ments available for exceptional children-and the ¢ oliferation
of educational materials and curriculum packages have emanated
from philosophical and/or theoretical opinion as often as from
empirical data (Guskin and Spicker, 1968). Extant research is
illustrative of studies concerned with either process or product
variables. It is rare that investigators have attempted to study
the relationship of process varijables (i.e., teacher behavior)
to product variables (i.e., student growth). The paucity of
process-product related research is evident in studies concerned
with curriculum, teaching behavior and administrative arrangements.

Process or produci oriented research would appear to be an

' overly simplistic research paradigm which may lead to either

inconclusive or unexplainabie findings. These deficiences
described above are particularly relevant v.en considering past
research related to the iptegration of exceptional children into
regular classes. Generically, these studies have been labeled

as efficacy studies (Kirk, 1954). They have usually been con-
cerned with products (student growth, i.e., educational, emotional

and social).
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Product-oriented efficacy studies employing academic
achievement as criteria (Baldwin, 1958; Blatt, 1958; Cassidy and
Stanton, 1959; Thurstone, 1960; Kern & Pfaeffle, 1962; Diggs, 1964;
Kirk, 1964; Bacher, 1965; Goldstein, Moss & Jordan, 1965; Mayer,
1966; Carroll, 1967) to study differences in regular and special
education appear to 1ndiéate a minimum advantage for regular class
placement. The studies cited above generally employed nationally
standardized achievement tests. There are several difficulties
that arise from such a procedure: a) there is a necessity for
using multiple forms in order to establish broad ranges of ability
to encompass both the mentally retarded and the normal children;
and b) though these tests have high generalizability. they may
have low applicability and sensitivity for change as related to
specific classroom instructional objectives and activities.

Other criterion measures often used in studying the efficacy
of special versus regular class placement pertain to social and/or
emotional dimensions. It is hard to draw a clear-cut distinciion
between emotional and social adjustment. Yet, there is a dif-
ference between a “disturbed" child and "disturbing" child
(Spicker, 1969). The inference categories of social and emotional
adjustment have been objectified into low-inference variables
as described below. Studies have investigated such constructs

as social acceptance and rejection (Johnson, 1950;

Johnson & Kirk, 1950; Baldwin, 1958), social adjustment

(Ainsworth, 1959; Cassidy & Stanton, 1959; Goldstein, Moss &
Jordan, 1959; Thurstone, 1959; Kern & Pfaeffle, 1962), and self

concept (Meyerowitz, 1962; Mayer, 1968) for exceptional children
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both in self-containzd and regular classes. These studies have
generally indicated that handicapoed children are "jsolates" in
the Fegular classes, and that their acceptance is superior in
self-contained classrooms.

The efficacy studies were deficient methodologically in a
number of ways which make their findings and interpretations
tenuous at best. The investigators rarely satisfied the criterion
of randomization in sampling. This is particularly significant
when considered in regard to the assumption of independence of
the replications of a comparative experiment. Glass (1967) dis-
cusses this issue in a paper entitled "The Experimental Unit and
the Unit of Statistical Analysis: Comparative Experiments with
Intact Groups." The studies cited above generally made the error
of analyzing data in terms of units other than the legitimate
experimental unit. Usually no more than five or six intact class-
rooms have been involved in the experiment. The intact group
protlem arises because of unknown differences between groups in
regard to within group var%ance. This is, in part, the criticism
stated by Kirk (1964) when stating the problem in sampling intact
classes. In most studies, pupils have not been assigned to class-
rooms at random. In some, at least, the classrooms were randomly
assigned to the treatment. The invescigator in these studies has
two choices as outlined by Glass (1967):

1) He can run a potentially illegitimate analysis of the

experiment by using the "pupil" as the unit of statis-
tical analysis; or
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2) He can run a legitimate analysis on the means of the
five or six classrooms, “"classroom" being the actual
experimental unit, in which case he is almost certain
to obtain statistically non-significant results (with
only five or six replications, the pewer of his sig-
nificance test is too low).

Another major methodological weakness apparent in the efficacy
studies has been the use of raw gain scores as opposed to residu-
alized gain scores. The use of residual gain scores is impera-
tive in order to control for regression between pretest and
posttest scores. In other words, a person with a low pretesc is
likely to show a larger raw score gain than a person with a high
pretest score. Bereiter (1667), in discussing the correction
for unreliability of pretest scores, states that "radical rever-
sals of findings often occur when one turns from raw change
scores to residual change scores" (p. 20).

Finally, where treatments have been employed in studies, few
jnvestigators have bothered to monitor on any continuous basis
their implementation. This problem would appear to be partic-
ularly acute in light of findings reported by Bond and Dykstra
(1967) and Gallagher (1966; 1968). Rosenshine (1971), Semmel
(1971), and others have stressed a need for studying the way
treatments are used in the ~lass as being of as much importance
as developing the curriculum package, jnstructional method, or
educational innovation.

Directly related to the monitoring of implementation and

effects of treatment is the parallel concern of how does a teacher

make a difference. Rosenshine (1971) in discussing "New Directions
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for Research on Teaching" st:ted th#t in both an absolute and
comparat%ve sense there is a notable lack of classroom research
on how teachers make a difference. In other words, there has
been a paucity of research attempting to relate the main effects
and interactions of instructional éctivities of teachers and
pupils to measures of student growth. Rosenshine, in reviewing
the literature, concluded that existing research is greatly
lacking, if not in internal validity, usually in external validity.
The number of instructional behaviors which have been studied is
limited and many of the activities which are of interest to
educators have not been studied to any large extent iﬂ.EiE!'

In summary, current lack of knowledge as to what enables
exceptional children to maximize their social, emotional, and
educational growth is not the result of a lack of research find-
ings; rather, there has been a lack of research on what does make
a difference. If, as Hanushek (1970) concluded from data col-
lected in the EEO project, "the things that schools are buying
do not appear to be valuable in the educational process," (p. 91)
then a study of the factors that make a difference for handicapped
children where the additional educational costs are great is
imperative. It is to the above jssues that Project PRIME is
addressed.

Both the magnitude and complexity of this research presents
particularly difficult problems in methodoiugy, instrumentation
and general experimental design. Through considerable preliminary

work, the writers were sensitized to these dilemmas. This study
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js in the order of composite magnitudeof several previous research

and evaluation projects recently published. The tactic used was
. to engage in intensive discussion aﬁd consultation with both the

researchers of these studies and their professional critics.

Studies such as Coleman's Equal Educational Opportunity (EEO)

" report, and the Sesame Street Evaluation were intensively reviewed

to glean the special problems and reseatch needs of projects of
similar magnitude.

The procedures suggestec in the following chapters are
heavily influenced by the strategies and findings of Coleman,

et al., (1966) (EEC) and Project Follow-Through. If, as Michelson

(1970) suggests, the underlying assumptions of studies such as
EE0 have been that all schools observed must be trying to maxi-
‘ mize the samé thing, and they are acting this way for all chil-
dren in the school, the outlook for successful integration into
reguler classes of handicapped children, or more generally, chil-
dren with differences, is bleak. The extent of differing behavi-
joral and cognitive "teacher specificity" patterns by the child
cannot be determined from existing large-scale evaluations.
This is related to the unit of analysis employed in previous
studies and the abcence of 1aw inference process variables. The
descriptive-correlational phase of this study is designed to
overcome these limitations of past studies.
The experimental phase of this project seems imperative if
the results of this endeavor are to have maximum effect on

administrative decision-making.
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Observing that school influence which is independent of
“social background" is very small, Mayeske (1970) and Glass &
Cook (1971) concluded that systematic experimental and develop-
mental approaches, structured so that the results of the innova-
tion can be clearly ascertained, are needed. Experiences with
enrichment programs suggest that a radical change from past prac-
tices is needed. Unfortunately, the paucity of extant research
related to the multifaceted problem of whaé\makes a difference
for exceptional children in regular classes, simply does not
permit an investigation to know what implementations are.neces-
sary in order to reach the goals of maximum social, emotional,
and educational growth for a given handicapped child.

The current state of the art would suggest that pilot
endeavors should proceed and iterations of refinement follow,
development of treatments prior to mounting large-scale inter-
ventions. This activity, Phase II of Project PRIME, will address
this issue in the context of a Year II proposal. Decisions
seldom wait for iresearch; thus, research planning must anticipate
decisions. It is to this endeavor, considered the major issue
facing special education today, that this research continues to

address itself in design and purpose.
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Project PRIME Questions and Areas of Concern

Project PRIME, in its broadest sense, attempts to identify
the determinants of an effective educational program for normal
and handicapped children in the public schools. It seeks to
determine those factors that maximize each individual child's
growth in academic achievement, social competence and emotional
maturity.

The study approaches the broad question of what factors
promote the growth of normal and handicapped children using a
multivariate analytic mbdel. This demands operational terms for:
a) the educational treatments or services the child is receiving;
b) the educational environments in which he receives these ser-

. vices; and c) the interaction of the educational services and
environments with the child's personal, emotional, social and
intellectual characteristics.

Project PRIME has investigated a multitude of variables
which can be considered in defining the nature of the child, the
educational treatments he has received and the environmental cir-
cumstances in which he receives these treatments. The hypothe-

*sized variables considered for inclusion in the study were first
sugge' ted by a model of a molar taxonomic structure of the rele-
vant ariap]e domains (Figure 1)}. Within these broad domains
( community, school district, school campus, classroom, home and

child), specific variables were selected for inclusion (Appendix III).
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. The final selection of Project PRIME variables was determined
after an exhaustive review of empirical research on educationally
relevant factors associated wih desired student outcomes.

The set of Project PRIME variables requires refinement using
factor analysis, clustering and other scaling techniques to reduce
the unmanageable number of precise variables to a sef of opera-
tionally defined descriptive systems. The descriptive systems
generated by the clustering of variables can be used to define
the educational treatments, environmental conditions and child
characteristics encountered by the study.

using the molar taxonomic model (Figure 1) and the set of

‘ variables (Appendix III), it is possible to generate a set of

descriptive systems for each domain as follows:

I.  COMMUNITY

A. Demographic Pattern (age, sex, race composition,
birth rate)

B. Financial Structure (school tax rate assessed evaluation)

C. Socio-Economic Pattern (employment pattern, education
pattern, crime rate, proportion on welfare or migrant)

I1. SCHOOL DISTRILT
A. Demographic Pattern (ethnic pattern of students/staff)

B. Financial Structure (per pupil expenditure, salary
pattern)

C. Special Education Program

1. Demographic Pattern (1néidence, per pupil expend-
jture, ethnic pattern of students/staff)

2. Background and Experience of Personnel

ERIC LN 1/
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FIGURE 1
DEPICTION OF DATA COLLECTION UNITS

COMMUNITY

SCHOOL DISTRICT

SCHOOL

CLASS
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3. Financial Structure
4, Status of Administration

Appraisal Process (screening procedures,

- ARD Committee, reappraisal)
6. Instructional Materials
7. Supportive Personnel Services
8. Teacher Aides
9. Staff Development

10. Parent Idvo]vement

SCHOOL CAMPUS

A. Demographic Pattern (number and ethnic pattern of
students/teachers, pupil/teacher ratio)

B. Supportive Services Available

C. Background and Experience of Prinéipa]

D. Role of Principal in Special tducation Program

E. Grading Procedures

F. School Climate (teacher relationships)

CLASSROOM '

A. Physical Environment

B. Structure (seating arrangement, position of teacher/
child)

C. Demographic Pattern (number and ethnic pattern of chil-
dren/teacher, ability and I.Q. pattern)

D. Background and Experience of Teacher (personal,
education, professional)

E. Teacher Attitude and Experience with Handicapped

F. Teacher Personality (verbal facitity, flexibility.

warmth, authoritarianism, educational attitudes)

v 39



VI.

G. Teacher Behavior
1. Instructional Techniques
2. Motivation Techniques
3. Cognitive Demands Techniques
4. Behavior Manzgement

H. Social Organizaticn

I. Participation Pattern

J. Classroom Climate

HOME

A. Family Background

g. Educational Enrichment Opportunities

C. Parental Invoivement in Intellectual Development

D. Leisure Time Activities

CHILD

A. Personal Background (age, sex, ethnic group, I.Q.,
handicapping conditions)

B. Educational Background (preschool experience, number
of schools, grades repeated, previous educational pro-
gram, age referred and placed in special education)

C. - Educational Program (hours in academic/non-academic
jnstruction, hours in small group instruction, instruc-
tional arrangement)

D. Special Services Provideu

€. Physical Position in Class

F. Classroom Activities

6. Participation in Class

H. Academic Behavior

I. Social Behavior

40
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. Personal Behavior
Academic Self-Concept
Social Status
Emotional Development
. Locus of Control

Attitude Toward School

o = = ~— -~ [ <
L] L[] L] .

Academic Achievement
For each of the descriptive systems given above, a series of
jnitial molar questions provide entry probes:

I. How is the descriptive system de ined?

I1. How is the descriptive system related to other descrip-
tive systems of the same domain?

I1I. How is the descriptive System related to other descrip-
tiva systems in other domains?

I\. How does the descriptive system characterize the experi-
ence of normal and handicapped children?

V. Does the descriptive system differentiate between
normal and handicapped chiidren?

The initial molar questions based on the
descriptive systems are addressed to:
a) defining the relevant descriptive sys-
tem, b) relating the descriptive systems to
pach other, and ¢) using the-descriptive sys-
tems to differentiate the experience of nor-
mai and handicapped children. The first of
the initial molar questions seeks to define
the characteristics of reliable and valid
descriptive systems uhich can be used to
specify the relevant input, process, output,
and environmental variables. The second and
third questions establish the relationships
which exist among one or more descriptive
systems. The fourth questicn compares the
experience of normal and handicapped children
as characterized by the descriptive systems.
The fifth question is addressed to the deter-
‘ mination of the differ%ntiatir}g aspects of the
rega
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The fundament. 1 question considered by
Project PRIME was:

what factors maximize chil-
dren's growth in academic
achievement, social compe-
tence and emotional maturity?

The operationalization of this basic question
oroduces two additional molar questions:

VI. How can the growth of handicapped and normal children
in public schools be predicted from the several descrip-

tive systems, ¢ ~~rately and in interaction?

VII. Are the predictic models for normal and handicapped
children different

These questions relate the descriptive systems defined to
the criteria of effective educational intervention which is pupil
growth. Answering these questions requires establishing predictive
models for maximizing growth (academic, social and attitudinal)
usinj the descriptive systems defined.

It should be pointed out that the method of scientific inquiry
£ol1 wed +1 this study is empirical, in contrast to hypothetico-
dedu:tive. Hence, the initial seven molar questions are simply
heurist’: entry probes which generate a continuum of questions
and .nswers growing from exploration of the variable domains
sele.ted and discovered through multivariate analytic procedures.
This is not to imply that the study is addressed to the effects
of triggering a shot-gun. On the contrary, the heuristic model

for variable selection, the careful review of selected literature
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and the primary molar questions serve to target the project's
efforts. The large number of variables selected for study
reflects the research team's appreciation for the complexity of
the problems chosen to be stidied. The number of variables
studied is not necessarily ra2lated to the precision with which
problems can be pursued. It is rather why variables are selected
and how they are studied that ultimately determine the worth of
the effort.

The magnitude of Project PRIME prohibits elaboration cf all
possible molecular questions. However, within each variable
domain,.it is possible to offer some examples of the types of
questions which the study will attempt to answer. In addition,
since the process variables are the most unique component of the
study, an extended 1ist of questions is included as an example

of the molecular question to be addressed.

Suggested Questions For Each Variable Domain

I.  COMMUNITY

1. What are the demog -aphic and economic patterns of the
communities in which Project PRIME school districts are
located? (I)

2.  How are school dis:rict special education .programs re-
}ateg to community demographic and economic patterns?
I11

3. What is the relatijnship betweer community economic
resources and the :ffectiveness of the schools educa-
tional program? (/I)
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I1. SCHOOL DISTRICT

‘ 1. What are the financial resources of the Project PRIME
school districts? (I)

2. What school service components are related to the per-
formance of normal and handicapped students? (VI)

3. Are school service components differentially effective
with nor ral and handicapped students? (VII)

4. What characterizes the natural variations in Texas
local cistrict special education programming with regard
to pupil appraisal, instructional arrangements and
supportive services? (1)

5. How effective are the various services offered by special
education programs (instructional materials, teacher
aides, consultative personnel, in-service training) in
promoting the growth of handicapped children? (VI

6. Where should special education funds be expended for
qaximum effectiveness? (VI)

‘ 7. How well do the local district natural variations 1n
appraisal procedures agree with the Texas state philos-

ophy of emphasizing diagnosis of educational needs

rather than labelling of handicapping conditions? (I)

8. What are the problems and strengths of the Texas Com-
prehensive Special Education Program? (III)

9. How ao local district administrators evaluate the
jnnovative features of the Texas Comprehensive
Special Educaticen Program? (III)

III. SCHOOL CAMFUS

1. What demographic patterns characterize the elementary
schools jnvolved in PRIME? (I)

2.  How is the principal jnvolved in the special education
program implemented in his school buitding?

3 How does the personal and professional background of
the principal relate to the qualit; of the educational
programs for normal and handicapped children? (V1)
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How effective are the campus facilities and services
in promoting student growth? (VI)

What is the pattern of instructional arran ements
employed by the PRIME elementary schools? %I)

To what extent do local campus special education
programs offer a continuum of service to handicapped
children? (I)

What educational interventions are employed with the
handicapped children enrolled in PRIME elementary
schools? (I)

How effective are tiese interventions in producing
gain in handicapped students' academic and social
development? (VI

How do teachers and principals evaluate the special
education services provided the handicapped children
in their building? (III)

IV. CLASSROOM

1.

what is the demographic pattern of the classrocis
selected for Project PRIME? {I)

What differences exist in the demographic pattern
between various types of regular and special
education instructional arrangements? (11)

What variations in physical environment and structure
exist in PRIME classrooms? (I)

How does the physical and structural environment of
the classroom effect the growth of normal and handicapped
children? (VI)

What is the personal background and experience of
Project PRIME teachars? (1)

What differences exist between regular and special educa-
tion teachers in background ani experience? (11)

What are the personiality énd attitudinal characteristics
of PRIME teachers? (I)

How are teacher personality and attitudinal character-
jstics related to a teacher's personal and professional
background? (II)
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

16.

20.

21. -

22.
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Do regular and special education teachers differ in
personality and attitudinal characteristics? (11)

How does the social organization of the classroom
relate to student crowth? (VI)

How important is tre peer culture in stinulating growth
of normaj vis-a-vis handicapped children? (VII)

What are the studert participation patterns observed in
PRIME classrooms? (I)

Do the participaticn patterns differ between regular
and special educaton instructional situations? (II)

How does the class participation pattern relate to student
growth? (VI)

Does the extent of class participation exert differen-
tial impact on the growth of normal and handicapped
children? (VI)

What distinguished the classroom climate of PRIME class-
rooms? (I)

How does the climate effect the pattern of socialization
and the degree of participation? (II)

How 4o teacher characteristics relate to the climate
pattern of her classroom? (1iI)

What effect does the classroom climate have on academic,
social and emotional growth? (VI)

Is the classroom climate a more critical factor in the
growth of handicapaed children than it is for normals? (VII)

Do teacher background and personality characteristics make
a difference in the growth of students? (VIiI)

What patterns of taacher behavior management exist in
PRIME schools?

Do regular and special education teachers differ in their
behavior management. techniquest (II)
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24. How do the behavior management techniques relate to
other teacher characteristics? (II)

25. What effect does the pattern of behavior management
%mplgyed by a teacher have on the child's behavior?
I11

26. What patterns of teacher cognitive demands exist in
PRIME schools? (I)

27. Do regular and special education teachers differ in the
level of their cogritive demands? (II)

28. How does the pattern of cognitive demands relate to
student growth? (VI)

29. How are a teacher's teachinc strategies, learning activ-
ities and management technicues related to the class-
room climate, the d2gree of participation and the
pattern of social organization? (I1)

30. Wnat are the characteristics of a positive classroom
learning environment? (VI)

31. Are the classroom fictors that contribute to student
girowth different in type or importance for handicapped
childrent (VII)

32. What are the characteristics of the teacher that make
a difference in stuient growth? (VI)

HOME

1. What are the educational enrichment opportunities
offered by the home? (I)

2. How are home enrichient opportunitiés related to student
growth? “(vI)

3. How do normal and iiindicapped children ditfer in family
background, home edicationa’ opportunities and parental
intellectual encourigenent? (V)

4. How do normal and h:indicapped children differ in leisure
time activities? (/)
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

How do normal and handicapped children differ in their
personal and educational backgrounds? (IV)

How do normal and handicapped children differ in
various personality self-concept, locus of control,
sel f-esteem, social (leadership ability, peer
acceptance) and attitudinal messures. (V)

How do normal and handicapped children differ in their
academic, social and personal behavior? (V)

How do ncrmal and handicapped children differ in their
physical position in the clas. and their activities
in the classroom? (V)

Are the attitudes toward schocl, teacher and peers of
normal and handicapped children different? (V)

How do normal and handicapped children differ in the
level and pattern of participation in class activities? (V)

"How do normal and handicapped children differ in their

social position and social relationships? (V)

What is the relationship of the child's background to
his academic, social and personal behavior in school?

(iI)

What is the relationship between the child's personal
background ana his emotional level, social acceptance
and attitudes toward school? (II)

What is the relationship between the various aspects of

a child's personal-ty (social status, attitudes, self-

%oncept, etc.) and his participation in class activities?
11} '

What is the relationship between a child's background
and perscnality chcracteristics and his academic, social
and emotional growth? (VI)

How is the academic growth related to the child's atti-
tude towarda school, his teacher and his peers? (VI)

What is the relative contribution of the influence of
home, teachers and classmates to student growth? (vl)

What is the relative contribution of the external influ-
ences (home, schoo , teacher, peers) vis-a-vis internal

influences (child's personality, attitude, intelligence

in producing studer t growth? (V1)
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25.
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27.

28.
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How are the various aspects of student growth--academic,
social, emotional--related? (II)

Are the factors that contribute to student growth
different for normal and iandicapped children? (VII)

what characterizes the insitructional programs utilized
with PRIME childrer? (1)

What specific educational materials and services were
received by PRIME children? (I)

what characterizes the instructional arrangement in
which the child received instruction? (I)

How do normal and handicapped children differ in their
jnstructional program, the use of specific materials
and services and the instructional arrangement? (V)

what is the relationship between various aspects of the
child's educational program and his academic growth? (VI}

What unique services and educa=ional interventions were
available to handicapped children? (I)

what is the pattern of integration (extent and activity)
of the PRIME handicapped children? (I)

what is the effect on normal student growth of an instruc-
tional arrangement involving the integration of normal
and handicapped children? '

what are the characteristics of handicapped children who
succeed in integrated instructional situations? (VI)

What features characterize a successful educational pro-
gram for normai and handicapped children? (vI)

what diffferences exist in the elements of a successful
program for handicapped vis-a-vis normal children? (v1iI)

Wwhat is the relationship between child characteristics
and teacher characteristics required for a handicapped
child to be successful in an integrated instructional
situation? (VI)
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Questions Related To Process Variables

The two major objectives in the utilization of process vari-
ables are: a) to characterize the experiences of pupi1s in edu-
cationa] settings so as to derive adequate and reliable descrip-
tions of pedagogical behaviors, patterns and environments; and
b) to determine the relationship between these brocess variables
and relevant pupil input and output variables.

Four observation instruments comprise the source of process
variables directly obtained from classroom observations.

Table 2 outlines the variable domain- sampled by the respec-
tive .scales. The major study questions relative to these process
variables are outlined under each domain. The reader should note

‘ that these questions are not exhaustive, but are jnitial logical
entry points in the analysis of the data. The data itself should
prove to be the most heuristic device for the generation of second

level questions, since planned data reduction procedures will

highlight the most significant empirically determined variables.

Cognitive Demands in Classroom

1. What is the general topography of cognitive demands made by
teachers of their pupils?

a. Does frequency of teacner's differentiated demands
relate to characteristics of the children? {e.g., socio-
economic status, handicapped versus non-handicapped,
educational context).

b. Does the rate of interchanges (nunber per unit of time)

between teachers and E and C pupils differ? How do rate
measures interact with other input variables?
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‘c. What is the comparative frequency and rate of multipie
interchanges (sequential patterns) between teachers and
. E and C pupils respectively?

& d. What is the comparative frequency of no-pupii-response
to teacher initiated interchanges with E and C pupils?

e. What is the comparative frequency of pupil initiated
interchanges of £ and C?

f. wWhat 1s the comparative frequency of non-congruence
between teacher cognitive demands and pupil responses?

g. What is the comparative topography of teacher feedback
behavior for E and C children?

2. What is the relationship of teacher cognitive demand measures
to indices of pupil growth?

3. What is the contribution of selected pupii variables in pre-

dicting levels and rates of teacher cognitive demands of E

and C pupils?

4, What is the relationship of cognitive demand variables to
‘ behavior management variables, indices of pupil part1cipat1on
: in the classroom, measures of pupil sat1sfaction in school
and classroom climate variables?

Through the above questions, the study seeks to uncover some
of the dynamic relationships th.t exist between teachers and their
pupils with regard to their cognitive interactions, and to relate
the description and quantification of this process to relevant

pupil growth criteria.

Behavior Management ini the Clas:room

1. Wnat is the general topography of tutal on- and off-task
behavior of E and C children in the classrooms?

a. Do E and C children differ relative to frequency of
off-task behavior?

b. Do E and C children differ relative t. the proportion
of off-task behavior?

Q '?!’ 51




-35=~

2. What is the general topography of the different types of
off-task behavior of E and C children in the classrooms?

‘ a. Do E and C children differ relative to predominant
types or kinds of ot f-task behaviors exhibited?

b. Do E and C children differ relative to the total num-
ber of different tyjes of off-task behaviors exhibited?

c. Do E and C children differ relative to general styles
of off-task behaviors, such as primarily passive,
aggressive, verbal or physical types of off-task
behaviors? :

3. What are the general relationships of of f-task behaviors
exhibited by E children with respect to integrated and special
education classrooms?

a. Does the frequency of total off-task behavior for E
children differ relative to type of classroom?

b. Do different types of off-task behaviors for E chil-
dren relate to type of classroom?

4. What are the general relationships of on- and off-task
. behaviors exhibited by E and C children with respect to
: various classroom envirormental variables?

a. Does the proportion of on- and off-task behavior for E
and C children differ relative to subject matter; to
teacher and classrocm demographic patterns?

5. What is the general topo' raphy of total teacher control
behaviors exhibited towa:d E and C children?

a. Does frequency of u.e of control behaviors d:ffer relative
to E and C children’

b. Does the proportion of control behaviors used differ
relative to E and C children?

6. What is the general topocraphy of different types of teacher
control behaviors exhibiied towards E and C children?

a. Do tyoes of control behaviors differ relative to E
and C children?

b. Does the number and type of different control behaviors
applied differ relative to E and C chiidren?
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What are the relationshias of teacher control behaviors
applied to E children w' th respect to integrated and special
education classrooms?

a. Does the frequency of total teacher control behavior
differ relative to type of classroom?

b. uoes the type of control behavior exhibited differ
relative to type of classroom?

c. Does the use of different subsets of control behaviors
differ relative to type of classroom?

What are the relationships of teacher control behaviors
applied to E and C children with respect to various clessroom
environmental variables {teacher, sex, age, race, size of
class, subject matter)?

what is the general topography of combined pupil-teacher on
and off-task behaviors and controls with respect to E and
C children?

a. Do the relationships between pupil off-task behaviors
and teacher controls differ relative to E and C children?

b. What different kinds of teacher control behaviors are
jnitiated by various pupil off-task behaviors relative
to E and C children?

c. Do the same pupil of f-task behaviors initiate different
teacher control techniques relative to E and C children?

d. Do the same teacher control techniques result in different
subsequent pupil off-task behaviors relative to E and
C children?

e. What pupil off-task behaviors are punished relative to
E and C children?

e. What pupil off-task behaviors are ignored or elicit
teacher redirection relative to E and C children?

§.  What pupil off-task behaviors are punished relative to
E and C children?

g. What kinds of pupil off-task benaviors elicit less

punishing types of teacher controls--e.d., empathy,
probing, humor, interpretive bznhaviors?
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What are the relationships of E-type pupil-teacher behaviors
with respect to type of classroor integrated or special
education?

a. Do different pupil behaviors elicit different types of
teacher behaviors relative to different classrooms?

b: Does the overall pcttern of pupil-teacher dyadic behavior
differ relative to different classrooms?

What are the predominant patterns or chains of pupil and teacher
behaviors with respect ti> E and C children?

a. Do the sequences or patterns of pupil off-task behaviors
differ relative to £ and C children?

b. Do the sequences or patterns of teacher controls differ
relative to E and C children?

what are the predominant patterns or chains of E-type pupil
and teacher behaviors with respect to different types of
classrooms--integrated and special education?

a. Do the patterns of E-type off-task behaviors differ
relative to type of classroom?

b. Do the patterns of teacher controls to E-types of off-
task behaviors differ relative to type of classroom?

What is the relationship between pupil-teacher behaviors and
pupil achievement with respect to E and C children?

a. Do the frequencies of pupil off-task behaviors for both
E and C chil ven differ relative to corresponding pupil
aciievement?

b. Do the frequencies of teacher control behavicrs towards
E and € children differ relative to pupil achievement?

Are the proportions of off- versus on-task behaviors related
to pupil achievement with respect to ¥ and C children?

a. Are there predominant sequences or chaians of pupil-
teacher behaviors that are related to pupil achievement
with respect to E and C children?
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‘ Pupil Participation in the Classroom
1. What is the topography of pupil participation in the class-
room when measured by hand raising and questioning behavior
of pupils?

a. Do E and C chilaca differ in degree and/or rate of
partic*pation?

] Is participation dependent upon classroom contextual
) Jariables?

c. Is participation related to teacher characteristics?
d. Is participation related to selected child characteristics?

2. " %t--.ners’ rate and degree of responding to participatory
beiaviors of E and C pupils differ?

2. Do teachers teni to recognize E hand raising less than
¢ hand raising? ——

b. Do teachers differ in their soliciting behaviors from

. E and C?

3. Do the interactive patterns differ for E and C?

4. How do participation data relate tc cognit%ve demand, class-
room climate and behavior managemert techniques?

a. Does frequency of on-task behavior relate to partici-
pation data?

b. Are specific affective climates associated with degree
or quaiity of participation by E children?

c. 1s participation level and quality related to specific
teacher management skills?

The above questions seek to explore the relationship of meas-
ures of pupil participation and other relevant pupil, teacher,
.1ass and school district variables. It should be noted that param-
1ters of participation can be thought of as criterion measures in
-he formative evaluation sense, and predictors from a summative

‘ avaluation point of view.
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Classroom Climate

What is the general cla:sroom climate pattern?

a. What is the genera: pattern of teacher positive verbal
behavior?

b. What is the general pattern of teacher positive non-
verbal behavior?

c. What is the genera” pattern of teacher negative verbal
behavior?

d. Wnat is the genera pattern of teacher negative non-
verbal behavior?

what teacher activities contribute to different climate
patterns?

What pupil activities contribute tc different climate patterns?

How do various classroom climate patterns relate to other
teacher behaviors?

a. How does climate relate to cognitive demands?
b. How does climate relate to behavior management techniques?

How do various classroom climate patterns relate to the other
pupil behaviors?

a. How does climate relate to the peer social organization?

b. How does climate relate to the pattern of student
organization?

Is the classroom climate pattern different in different
jnstructional situations?

a. Is the climate pattern different in structured versus
-free ("open") classrooms?

b. Is the climate pattern different in self-contained,
tezw-teaching and (epartmentalized classes?

.c. 1Is the climate pat-ern different in regular and

special education :elf-contained classes?
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How does the classroom climate relate to the classroom
structure?

a. Does the classroom climate vary with class size, age,
and ethnic pattern of students?

b. boes the climate pattern vary with tzacher age, sex, race,
experience?

¢. Does the climate pattern vary with teacher educational
attitudes and personality?

d. Does the clin. . pattern vary with the subject matter,
type of activ.ty, the structure of class?

Does the type of emotional climate in the classroom affect
student academic and social growth?

Does the type of emotional climate in the classre-m affect
growth differently for + and ¢ children?

What is the general pat.ern of pupil behavior?
a. What is the patter: of pupil positive verbal behavior?

b. What is the patter. of pupil positive non-verbal
behavior?

c. What is the pattern of pupil negative verbal behavior?

d. What is the pattern of pupil negative non-verbal
behavior?

How does teacher positive verbal and non-verbal behavior
relate to pupil positive and negative behavior?

How does teacher negative verbal and non-verbal behavior
relate to pupil positive and negative behavior?

What is the pattern of teacher management techniques (verbal/
non-verbal; positive/negative)?

Is the type of student behavior, positive or negative, related
to the type of teacher management (positive or negative)?

voes the type of teacher management (positive/negative) dif-

ferentially affect the behavior of E and C children?
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Does the type of teacher management affect student social,
emotional and academic growth?

Do E and C children differ with respect to student growth
as a result of the type of teacier management techniques?

Does the behavior (positive/negative) of E and C children
differ with classroom structure?

Does the behavior management pattern (positive/negative) of
teachers vary with: a) instructional situation, b) class-
room structure, c) teacher characteristics and d) class-
room activities? '

How do the following previously identified factors from
FLACCS relate to; a) instructional situation, b) teacher
background characteristics, c¢) teacher personality and
attitude, d) teacher cognitive demands, e) classroom demo-
graphic pattern, f) classroom activities, g) pupil background
characteristics and h) pupil social, emdbtional and academic
growth?

1) Degree of student free choice versus structured learning
activities.

2) Teacher support versus teacher neutral or negative
control.

3) warm emotional climate.
4) Pupil regative behavior.
5) Pupil conforming behavior.

Part II presents the procedures employed to coliect the

necessary information to answer the molar and molecular questions

outlined above.
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Development Procedures

Strategy for Initiation and Implementation

The methodological and conceptual deficiencies of past studies,
coupled with the scope and complexity of this study, necessitated
the full use of the Bureau of Education tor the Handicapped,
Division of Research, Intramural Research Program resources. It
rapidly became apparent that identification and coordination of
national expertise would neec to be brought to bear on the rele-
vant issues both in the form:tive and operational stages of the
sfudy. Feasibility, design, instrumentation, and sampling were
the four initial issues to be resolved. Each topic was the focus

. of a two-day conference. Th feasibility of undertaking a large-
scale descriptive and experirental study was discussed'with the
following participants:

1. Dr. Rue Cromweli, Lafayette Clinic, Detroit, Michigan

2. Dr. Martin Kaufman, Director of Intramural Research

Program, Division of Research, Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped, Washington, D. C.
3. Mr. Kraner, President, EPIC Corporation

4. Dr. Jane Mercer, Department of Sociology, University
of California at R.verside, Riverside, California

5. Mr. Donald Partridge, Director cf Speciai Education,
Depatment of Special Fducation and Special Schools,
Texa: cducation Agency, Austin, Texas

6. Dr. Melvyn Semmel, Acting Director, Center for Inno-
vation in Teaching the Handicapped, Indiana University,
Bloomington, Indiana
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Dr. Donald Veldman, Coordinator of Research Design
and Data Analysis, Research and Development Center
in Teacher Training, University of Texas at Austin,
Austin, Texas

Mr. Donald Weston, )Jirector, Division of Special Edu-
cation Development., Texas Education Agency, Austin,
Texas

Mr. Robert Winn, Director, Division c¢f Special Education
Evaluation, Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas

Mr. James Yates, Regional Service Center XIX, E1 Paso,
Texas

The discussions on feasibility led to the need for deter-

mining a design. A meeting was held at Stanford University

attended by:

1.

Dr. Thomas Cook, Department of Psychology, Northwestern
University, Evanston, I1linois

Dr. Nathan Gage, Director, Research and Development
Center in Teacher Behavior, Stanford University,
Palo Alto, California

ﬁr. Eugene Glass, Liboratory of Educational Research,
University of Colorado at Boulder, Boulder, Colorado

Dr. Martin Kaufman, Director of Intramural Research
Program, Divisiorn of Research, Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped, Washington, D. C.

Dr. Melvyn Semmel, Acting Director, Center for Inno-
vation in Teaching the Handicapped, Indiana University,
Bloomington, Indiana

Dr. Richard Snow, Research and Development Center in
Teacher Behavior, Stanford tniversity, Palo Alto,
California

Dr. Donald Veldman, Coordinator of Research and Data
Analysis, Research and Development Center in Teacher
Training, University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas

Having established a design, initial discussions for identi-

fying variables and appropriate instrumentation were held with:

1.

Dr. Samuel Ball, Educational Testing Service,
Princeton, New Jersey ..
60
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2. Ms. Jerry Bogatz, Educational Testing Service,
Princeton, New Jersey

3. Dr. Thomas Cook, Department of Psychology, Northwestern
University, Evanston, I1linois

4. Dr. James Gallagher, Director, Frank Porter Graham
Research Center, University of North Carolina, Chapel
Hi11, North Carolina -

5. Dr. Samuel Guskin, D:rector, Center for Innovation in
Teaching the Handicaped, Indiana University,
Bloomington, Indiana

6. Dr. Martin Kaufman, Director of Intramural Research
Program, Division of Research, Bureau of Education for
the Handicapped, Washington, D. C.

7 Dr. Donald Medley, "epartment of Educational Psychology,
University of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia

8. Dr. Barak Rosenshine, Depertment of Educational Psychcl-
ogy, University of I1linois, Champaign, I11inois

9. Dr. Melvyn Semmel, Acting Director, Center for Inno-
vation in Teaching the Hardicapped, Indiana University,
Bloomington, Indiani

10. Dr. Robert Soar, Institute for Development of Human
Resources, University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida

11.  Dr. Herbert Wallberg, Department of Educational Psychol-
ogy, University of I11inois at Chicago Circle,
Chicago, I1linois
A similar, though smaller, group was convened to discuss the
sampling problems inherent to this study. Two nationally prominent
sampling and design experts, Dr. William Maddow, Stanford Research
Institute, and Dr. Thomas Cook, Northwestern University, met with
Dr. Melvyn Semmel and Dr. Martin Kaufman.
The above-mentioned consultants have ai<0 been used individ-

ually in development of Project PRIME. The quality and success

of this project cuntinues to be enhanced by the use of national

expertise.
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Selection of Project PRIME \ariables

Henry Dyer (1972), in discussing new evaluative paradigms
(based upon the reevaluation (f the EEQ data), advocated the
need for five interlocking attitudinal and observational studies.
Grant (1972), in reviewing Dyer's suggestions, states that the
recommended studies face "...not only great theoretical and
technical problems, but astonishing policical problems as well"
(p. 19).

Dyer's five studies would focus on: a) pupils' perceptions
of themselves, their parents and fheir teachers; b) parents' peir-
ceptions of the child; c¢) teachers' perceptions of parents,
principals and colleagues; d) investigation of the peer group
structure, including pupil ratings of other pupils' personalities;
and 2) emphasis on actual classroom observation by outside
cbservers. Grant's (1972) reaction to Dyer's proposal was to
suggest that although "...such information might provide a high
yield to social science, the difficulties in collecting it on a
large scale are enormous..." (p. 119). Greater perspective can
be gleaned when it is remembered that the Coleman survey and
Project TALENT utilized only limited attitudinal measures.

Project PRIME has undertaken data coliection in 211 but one
of the five domains suggested by Dyer. The missing parameter is
the collection of parental perceptions. This single void is
currently being considered by initiating‘a cooperative effort with

a parent volunteer organization. This organization would con-

' duc; homg interviews during the summer. The additional data
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would permit Project PRIME to have completéd Dyer's recommended
"future" evaluative paradigm.

The paucity of evidence related to what factors make a
di-ference for handicapped childrer placed in regular classes
forced the current investigation to select variables based upon
studies concerned with the effectiveness of mainstream education.
These school effectiveness studies have been reviewed and
sunmarized by Guthrie (1970). Investigation of the results from
the studies summarized by Guthrie provided initdial direction for
the selection of variables included in Project PRIME (Table 3).
This procedure seemed justified because the handicapped child would
be in the regular class. Of course, whether or not the variables
previously found significant for regular students are the same for
handicapped children is an empirical question. The nineteen studies
reviewed by Guthrie (1970) are representative of input-output models.
The greatest limitations cf these studies lie in three areas; a) the
absence of any process variables (Gagne, 1970); b) the use of a
singular output measure, such as achievement (Levin, 1970); and c)
the fact that school and teacher inputs are not related to individual
students (Hanushek, 1970). These limitations, however, do not
destroy the usefuiness of these studies in terms of setting general
guidelines for descriptive-correlational studies. The variables
selected for Project PRIME reflect the inputs from the effectiveness

studies which appeared most strongly related to student outcomes.
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. The theoretical model of Project PRIME ;ntaﬂs an

Input =$»Process=P» Output Schema. The variables included in
the total model can be considered as a series of concentric
circles (Figure 1). Each circle has certain aspects which are
interrelated with aspects of other circles. The areas depicted
by the circles and the resulting interrelations and interactions
define the educational life space of a Project PRIME child.

The variables consideret in Project PRIME are specified
in Appendix III, Project PRIIE Variables.

The concentric circle midel (Figure 1) suggests six sources ’
of variable clusters: a) th community; b) the school district;

. c) the school building or carpus; d) the classroom; e) the

family; and f) the child's characteristics. Variable clusters
concerning the community, di:trict and school are essentially
demographic in nature. As viriable clusters relate more
directly to the child and his functioning in the classroom
setting, greater emphasis is placed on process variables. Yence,
the classroom circle suggests description of demographic vari-
ables such as ability range and teacher personality character-
istics, descriptions of the interactive processes that transpire
between the children and teacher in the course of the schcol day,
and the actual content selected and taught in the class. The
principal source of input variables comes from circles 1 through

5. Criterion variables can be conceptualized by the child
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circle (circle 6). The gene-al design attempted to predict out-
_comes such as pupil achieven :nt, attitudes, emoticnal and social
adjustment from an analysis >f the process and product variables
in circles 1 through 5.

Looking at each concent “ic circle of variable clusters, it
is possible to outline some >f the more critical variables.
Beginning with the child hims2if, Project PRIME was concerned
with his personal and educational history, his attitudes, his
scademic ability and work habits, his social and emotional devel-
opment and his personality. The classroom circle contains both
process and product variables concerned with the teacher, her
background, attitudes, the classroom climate, cognitive demands,
behavior management techniques employed, social cohesiveness of
the children, academic ability and other demographic variables
related to the children in the class, class activities and struc-
ture. The scnool circle includes demogréphic jnformation on the
staff and students, the instructional organization and facilities.
Variables included in the school district are demographic and
financial data, description of the appraisal process and the
special education program. The mos: distant circle, the commu-
nity, includes demographic, economic and cultural information

about the city, town or area served by the school district.
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Although the concentric circle model is useful in describing
the variables considered in Project PRIME, it does not translate
directly to the theoretical Input=pPro:esseppOutput model. The
specification of Input, Process énd_Outout variables is dependent
on the question being studied. Project PRIME is concerned with
several education questions. The input, process and output
variables must be defined separately for each question. The
concentric circle model provides a pool from which the variables
relevant to a particular question can be selected.

There are some variables in the cluster in the child circle
which can be considered as output variables because they provide
data cn the growth and development of the child during the school
year. Information on the child's growth during the year is avail-
able from four Project PRIME sources: a) standardized achieve-
ment testing in fall and spring; b) pupil report cards; c) chil-
dren's retrospective questionnaires; and d) teacher's retrospec-
tive questionnaires. The output variables and the instruments
s.rving as the source of information are given in Table 4,

Project PRIME Pupil Output Variables.
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' TABLE 3
Project PRIME Pupil Output Variables

1. Standardized Achievement Tests

1. Residualized Metropolitan Achievement Test ga'n
scores for:

a. reading achievement
b. arithmetic achievement
II. Pupil Report Cards

2. Teacher ratings during the year on pupil behavior and
conduct including

a. independence

b. attention span
. © ¢. social behavior
d. creativity

e. school behavio-
f. neatness

g. cooperation

h. perserverance
j. participation
j. motivation

k. attitude

3. Teacher ratings dur ng the year 9n pupil growth in
academic subjects including

a. reading
b. language arts (English)

c. spelling

s |




. TABLE 3 (continued)
d. handwriting
e. arithmetic
f. social studies
g. science
h. art
i. music
j. physical education
III. Children's Retrospective Questionnaires
4. How Do You Feel: Part II and Children's Questionnaire
provide retrospective self-report on change from fall
to spring and last year in the following areas:
‘ a. attitude toward school
~b. attitude towarding reading
. ¢. attitude toward arithmetic
d. attitude toward teacher
e. attitude toward peers
IV. Teacher's Retrospective Questionnaires
5. Selected Children's Educational Experience Questionnaire
provides retrospective teacher ratings of child's success
in the following areas:
a. - independence
b. work habits
c. attention span
d. perserverarce

e. participation

social adjustment

= w2




TABLE 33 (continued)
school behavior
attitude towarc school
security
motivation
enjoyment
reading skills
arithmetic skills

academic performance in other subjects
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. Selection »>f the Sample

Project PRIME was designzd to be a research project with
direct implications for Texas Education Agency policy making.
The selection of the sample followed a procedure of stratifica-
tion with prime concern given to representativeness as well as
random selection.

The subjects in Project PRIME were children previously
identified as educable mentally retarded (EMR), emotionally
cisturbed (ED), language and/or learning disabled (LLD) or
ninimally brain-injured (MBI). The handicapping categories have

been defined by the Texas Education Agency in the Administrative

‘ Guide and Handbook for Special Education, Texas Education Agency

Bulletin 711, pp. 7-11. (See Appendix IV.)

In addition, all the handicapped children had to have been
in a self-contained, special education classroom at some time in
their educational experience. The reason for this éestriction
was to maximize the probability of congruency between the Project
PRIME sample and the handica>ped population similarly labeled
in other states. The investigators were concerned that, given
the financial incentives for integrating children, borderline
cases not previously referred would not be labeled and would cause
the sample to be even less representative. Thus, the decision was
to include only those children identified and placed in special

education prior to the implenentation of Plan A in th.ir school

o | ™o
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district. Normal contrast ch ldren were selected as a comparative
group.

The children selected we'e in grades three through five;
ages 8-11; and representative of Anglo, Mexican-American and
Negro ethnic origins.

The limitation of etioloyical categories was necessary
because of the inherent measurement problems indigenous to the
sensory impaired. The specifications and narrowing of grades
to the intermediate grades (three through five) was made after
considering the following facts: a) exceptional children in
grades one through three would be highly correlated with severity
of handicap; b) the greatest probability of children being rein-
tegrated was estimated to be during the intermediate school
years (involving a minimum time of withdrawal from mainstream
activities); and c¢) the research practicality that regular classes

usually will remain intact.

selection of Plan A Districts

The sampling population for Project PRIME consisted of all
school districts which had been accepted as Plan A for the
1971-72 school year and all districts whizh had been accepted
for Plan A for the 1972-73 school year. Five districts (Haskill-
Knox, E1 Paso, Richardson, Alamo Heights and Galveston) were
selected in 1970 to bé pilot Plan A districts in 1970-71. These

five districts were not included in the sampling ponulation.

w5
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The Texas Education Agency selected the new Plan A schools
in the spring of 1971. The process consisted of several steps:

1) The Department of Special Education held regional
conferences in November and December 1970, in each of the state's
20 Regional Service Centers. At these conferences, the New State
Plan for Special Education was presented and the Plan A and
Plan B options were described.

2) 1In February 1971, Dr. Robert Montgomery, Assistant Com-
missioner for Special Education and Special Schools, wrote each
school district superintendent inviting the district to submit an
"Application to be Considered for 7+ie of the Special Education
Development Designs." The letter from Dr. Montgomery, the appli-
cation form, and the supporting statement, "Development Design
Information and Issues,” are included in Appendix V.

Applications vere received from 91 school districts. Informal
conversation with Ms. Joan Williams, Assistant Director, Division
of Special Education Administration, suggested that school
districts applied for a variety of reasons. Some districts thought
Plan A would give prestige to their district; some thought it
world provide additional funds; some thought it would enable them
to meet the needs of more children; and scie thought it would fit
in with other district changes in educational instruction (e.g.,
continuous educational progress, individualized instruction).

3) When the applications were received, they were considered
along with supporting documents, including the district's Special

Education Evaluation Report for the school year 1969-70, and the

v 76
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district's consolidated application for state and federil
assistance for 1969-70 (Appendix VI).

The district's application was rated independently by two
Special Education Department consultants from the Division of
Administration. The consultants considered such factor: as school
board knowledge and support, support of the administrative staff,
growth or decline in enroliment, the role of special education
in providing educational services to children with language or
cultural diff.culties, the égreement on policies and philosophy
among districts within a cooperative, the availability of space,
and the development of current staff. The rating scale employed
and the guidelines and suggestions for the rating process are
included in Appendix VII.

Districts receiving a rating cf three or better from at
least cne consultant in the Division of Administration were also
evaluated by two consultants in the Division of Program Develop-
ment. Districts receiving ratings of three or more from at
least two of the four consultants were considered for final
consideration.

4) The final selection vas made by M~. Don Partridge, Direc-
tor of Special Education, and Ms. Joan Wiiliams, Assistant
Director of the Division of Aiministration, based on the ratings
made by the consultants and tieir own persoial evaluation of each
district. In the final selection, an attempt was made to choose

at least one district or cooperative in each of the Texas
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educational regions and to select about one-third of the Plan A
prograis from Special Education Cooperatives.
5) The final selection was review:d, modified and approved

by Dr. J. W. Edgar, Texas Commissioner of Education.

§g1ection of Project PRIME Sample

The school districts ard cooperatives which had been
selected to become Plan A in 1970-71 or 1971-72 are given in
Appendix II.

These districts formed the basis of the first stage of a
multistage sampling procedure to select the children for Project

PRIME.

Stage I. Prior to selecting the districts to be included in
Project PRIME, personal telephone calls were made by a TEA con-
sultant to each Plan A, 1971-72 and Plan A, 1972-73 school dis-
trict to insure their willingness to cooperate in the evaluation
program and to obtain an estimate of the number of integrated
handicapped children in grades three through five.

Selection of the school districts for Project PRIME was
based on several criteria: geographic location, population
density, ethnic pattern, and number of children expected to be

integrated.
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The districts selected and the rationale for the selection

are given below, and the location of the selected districts is

shown on the map (Figure 2).

A.

The following qualified districts were selected because
they were the only Plan A 1971-72, or Plan A 1972-73
districts available in that educational region:

1. Laredo (Region I)--Plan A 1971-72

2. Bryan (Region VI)--Plan A 1972-73

3. Amarillo (Region XVI)--Plan A 1971-72

The following districts were selected because they were

the only Plan A 1971-72 districts in the region:

1. Gregory-Portland (Region II)
Bay City (Region III)
Columbia-Brazoria (Region IV)
Goose Creek (Region IV)

Pine Tree (Region VII)

Mt. Pleasant (Region VIII)

.\lgsm-hwm

Bastrop Co-op: Bastrop, Elgin, Smithville
(Region XIII

8. Nolan County Co-op: Sweetwater (Region XIV)

9. SELCO Co-op: Slaton, Roosevelt (Region XVIII)

The following districts were selected because they were
one of two Plan A, 1971-72 districts in the region (both

1971-72 districts in each region being included in the

¥ P9
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. sample.):

1. Plano (Region X)

2. Carrollton-Farmers Branch (Region X)

3. Birdville (Region XI)

4. Eagle Mi.-Saginaw-worthwest Co-op: Eagle Mt.-Sagi-
naw, Justin (Region XI)

5. Waco (Region XII)

6. Belton (Region XII)

7. Brownwood (Regibn xV)

8. San Angelo (Region XV)

9. Ector County (Region XVIII)

10. Pecos-Barstow (Region XVIII)
. 11.  San Antonia (Region XX)
12.  Cluster #5 Co-op: Uvalde, Eagle Pass (Region XX)

D. The following districts were selected because they were
critical population centers in Texas:

1. Houston (Plan A, 1972-73--Region IV)
2. Dallas (Plan A, 1972-73--Region X)
3. Ft. Worth (Plan A, 1972-73--Region XI)

E. The following districts were selected because they were
the only available Plan A, 1972-73 districts in a region
with only one qualified Plan A 1971-72 district:

1. Kingsville (Region II)

2. Red River Co-op: Clarksville, ialco-Bogato
(Region VIII)
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F. The following districts were selected from several
Plan A, 1972-73 districts 'n a region because they
reported a large number of children integrated more
than 50% of the school day:

1. Goliad Co-op: Goliad, Kenedy, Bloomington
(Region II1)

2. El Campo (Region III)

3.  Texas City (Region IV)
4. Wise County Co-op: Decatur, Alvord (Region X1)
5. Lockhart (Region XIII)
6. Lubbock (Region XVII)
' 7. Midland Region XVIII)

G. The following Plan A 1972-73 districts were selected
because of their unusual ethnic and/or socio-economic
composition:

1. Clear Creek (Region IV)

Longview (Region VII)

Northeast (Region XX)

Edgewood (Region XX)

S W N

The remaining Plan A 1972-73 districts were not.included
because they had technical difficulties involved in their special
education program, or because their educational region was already
represented by two or more higher priority districts and they had

no unusual characteristics that would justify their inclusion.

Q 82
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The school district; selected consisted of all the Plan A
1971-72 school districts or cooperatives and all but 13 of the
Plan A 1972-73 school districts or cooperatives.

Tae final selection was reviewed, modified and approved by

Mr. Don Partridgc, Director of Special Education, Texas Education

Agency, Department of Special Education and Special Schools.

Stage II. After the school districts had been selected, the
Directors of Special Education from the involved districts were
inrited to a Project PRIME orientation rieeting in Austin, Texas
on October 4-5, 1971. At this meeting, they agreed to supply
information concerning the special education children enrolled in
each school campus in their district. This information enabled
the Project PRIME staff to s Ject the schools to be included in
Project FRIME. Each distric. was asked to complete a "Local
cnoolﬁpgst(1ct nformation :hart." This chart (Appendix VIII)
descr t§ed the r‘i

\!
hborhood location of tﬂ?‘srhou] campus argd the % n

soc1oecgpom1c sta?us of most of the chi]dreh It aiso contdined 3
a list of each ofvthe special education students eligible fd?

proiect PRIME, his handicapping condition, ethnic background, ;
and all his teachers, includiig grade level, subject tJ&ght,'and &

nunber of hours ﬁhe teacher iistructed the child. i

<

It shou]d be noted that 3chool UListrict Information: Sheets
L
were subritted only for schocls with children who were classified
EMR, LLD, MBI, or ED, and whc had been in a special education

program the previous year. Thus, ..ot all schools in a selected

* 83
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district were eligible for Project PRIME.

Using this school campus information, a summary sheet was
prepared by the Project PRIME staff (Appendix IX). The number of
hcurs each child was instructed by special education teachers and
regular teachers was calculated. A child was considered to be
i1 a self-contained special education situation if he spent 50% or
more of the day with special education teachers. He was considered
to be in a regular classroom s:tuation if ne spent more than 50%
of the day with regular teachers.

The total number of children :nd unique teacher-child units
were calculated and entered on the Summary Sheet. These totals
were used to select the schools using the following moditied
jterative procedure.

Step 1. Each district was considered separately. The school
campuses in each district were grouped by neighborhood and socio-
ecenomic pattsfp . ;

Step 2. '~h.th1n each ne1ghbor§w i/ socioeconomic groups all
the schools with at least two EMR }h11dren integrated into two
unique :lasses (i.e., at least two%EMR teacher-child units) were
selected. The major focus ¢f Project PRIME wa: to study the
effects of integrat1on of EMR chi]dren in regular classes. The ;
sample forsProject PRIME 1nc1udes every EMR cnild integrated 1ntd

regular clisses in the selected districts except for nine children

3
in seven ciassrooms. ,hese chaldren were not included because

I
’
} 13

T 84




}.
|

-61-

they would have been the only teacher-c*ild unit in the school
to be involved, and it was not administratively feasible to
include them.

S5tep 3. With the remaining school campuses, several cri-
teria were employed simultaneously to make further selections.

a. Did ihe school have one integrated EMR teacher-child
wnit and cae other teacher-child unit?

b. Did the school have four or more integrated LiD,

MBI or ED teacher-child units?

c. Did the school have two or more self-contained
EMR teacher-child units?:

d. Did the school have four or more teacher-child units
involving more than one type of handicapping condi-
tion and integration status? That is, did the
school nffer several different programmatic

arrangements?

¥

- e. Did the handicapped childrer represent more than

" one ethnic group?
The schools which met two or more of these criteria were

selected. -~

.,

i
Step 4. Some school districts had severa? schools in each

4
»

neighborhood/socioeconomic group which met the criteria in steps

»

2 and 3. Some school districts, however, iiad no schools which

met *he established criteria. For these districts, schools were
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selected if they met any one of the criteria in step 3. If no
schools were selected o that basis, then a selection was made
which provided the waximum number of unique teacher-child units.
No attempt was made to select an equal proportion of the
available school campuses in each district. Some districts are
over-represented and others are under-represented. This is not a
problem, since inferences to specific school districts are not
being considered. The schools selected do provide a multitude of
special education instructional arrangements and the maximum

representation of integrated EMR children.

Stage III. After the schools had been selected, it was pos-
sible to select the teachers and classrooms and children. For
each handicapped child in the selected schools, one teacher was
designated as his "selected ‘eacher." If he was integrated more
than 50% of the day, he was assigned a regular teacher as his
selected teacher. The regular teacher assigned as his selected

teacher was, a) the teacher he saw for the longest period of time,

 oathy)
ecgiad

or b) if he $aw“two or more the ‘same length of time, the teacher
who instructed in reading anc language arts. Children who were
in self-contained special education classes for 50% or more of
the day were assigned a special education teacher as a selected

teacher.
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Stage IV. A1l the handi:zapped children with the same
selected teacher were g-ouped together for the selection of the
sample of handicapped childrer.

A1l the children who wer: assigned a regular teacher as their
selected teacher were selectel as part of the Project PRIME
sample. Thus, all the eligible integrated children in each
selected school campus are included in Project PRIME.

The sample of handicapped children who remained in special
education classes 50% or more of the day was selected using a
stratified random procedure. A1l the special education students
assigned to one teacher (classroom) were classified by ethnic
group. One child was selected from each ethnic group taught by
a given teacher using random numbers. If a teacher taught only
one ethnic group, two children from that ethnic group were

selected ‘at random to allow for possible attrition.

Stage V. A 1isting of the selected schools and selected
childré§ wad sent to the'Dircctdr of Spedjal g?ucation befgre- , g
the administiation of the fall achievemen:’tes&%. The Speéigji ’& ' }
Education‘Di&ectors were given instructioﬁszdes§ribing when and
how to se]eg;i.1 ’{porma] contrast children. Normal contrast children !
were se]ecied %henever a selected handicapped child was n a
regular classrgom or instructed by regular teachers more than

50% of the day. The instructions on how to select the normal
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contrast children were contained in the Guidelines for Test
Administration for the fall zchievement testing. At the October
conference, the guidelines were explained and questions and poten-
tial problems were discussed.

The procedure followed is given in Appendix X. Basically,
j¢ involved obtaining a class roster of the regular classroom
to which the handicapped child had been assigned. The non-
handicapped children in the class were 1isted alphabetically and
assigned numbers in sequence starting with one. Normal contrast
children were selected by a random number procedure, with one
normal child chosen for each handicapped child involved in Preject
PRIME, plus one additional normal child from each class involved.
The additional child was selected to allow for attrition among
the normal children during the course of the year. The normal
contrast child can be considered a randomly selected representa-
tive of the entire classroom population.

At the pr¢ ent time, th sphp]e consists of children in 43,

°§ on cooperat’ ves aqp 156 e]ementaﬁy scho&ls : ?

| N
There are ? 07 handlcappod (h11dren 1,115 normal contrast ch11-§

schoo] d1sé

dren, and 12, 203%$1assmates n 647 *ﬁassrooms involved in
Project PRIME. There are 1,852 teachkrs involved with the

selected Project PRIME children. Table 5 provides a samp 2

breakdown by school district.
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Project PRIME Master File

Because of the intricacy of tie multistage saﬁpling pro-
cedure and the complexity of the number and relationship of
administrators, teachers and students involved, a Master File Sys-
tem was created by the Project PRIME research staff in conjunc-
tion with National Computer Systems consultants.

The first step in the creation of the Master File occurred
with the selection of the sample. The sample defined the school
campuses and handicapped children to be included in Project
PRIME. Each handicapped child selected was assigned a "selected
teacher," based on the degree of integration of the child and
the length of time spent by the teacher instructing the child.
Normal contrast children frcm the same classroom were selected
for the integrated handicapped children. The procedufes used to
choose the selected teacher and the normal contrast children are
described in the sampling section. The terms "selected children,"
"selected teachers," and "“selected classroomns" are critical
terms in the Project PRIME Master File Systam. A definition of
these terms is included in Appendix XI. The procedures f;r
selecting the schools, teachers and children for Project PRIME
" are described in greater detail in the Selection of the Sample
section of this report. _

After the fall administration of the Mectropolitan Achieve-
ment Tests, Project PRIME had a complete record of the names of

the selected handicapped chiidren, the selected normal contrast

chiildren, and the selggted tiségers. Using the information
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available from the achievement testing, NCS assigned a numerical
code to each district, school campus, selected teacher and
selected child.

However, the instrumentation for Project PRIME required that
code numbers be assigned to all the teachers with whom a selected
child had contact, since all the teachers would complete the

Teacher Rating Scale and would be observed. Furthermore, all

the selected child's classmates needed code numbers, since they

would be completing Guess Who, How I Feel Toward Others, and Your

School Days.

The names of the pther teachers and classmates were not known,
however, so code numbers could not be assigned by the Austin
office prior to the January sociometric and attitudinal test
administration. Consequently, PRIME provided each local district
with unique code numbers for the classmates and additional
teachers, and the local Project PRIME Coordinator assigned
names to these code numbers prior to administering the January
test battery.

The Project PRIME resez-ch st: ff developed three Master File
Listings. (See Appendix XII).

1.  The Pupil Code Number Listings provided numbers for

the names of all the pupils, both the selected chil-
dren and the non-selectec classmates instructed by a

selected teacher.
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2. The Teacher Code Nuiber Listings provided numbers for
the names of both sclected and other involved teachers
located at a select:d school .

3. The Teacher by Pupil Information Worksheet listed the
name and number of each selected child at a selected
school and’, beneath his name, code numbers for all the
teachers, both selected and non-selected, who instructed
him.

The listings were printed by NCS on four-part paper. Code
numbers were generated by NCS. The local Project PRIME Coordi-
nators were asked to complete the listings and send two copies
back to the Austin Project PRIME office. Instructions on how to
complete the Master File Listings were given at the December Proj-
ect PRIME Workshop. In addition, a detailed set of instruct.ons
(Appendix XIII) accompanied the incomplete listings. The Project
PRIME Austin office staff was available to answer questions on the
Master File either over the telephone or, in several instances,
with consultative visits. Questions involved such things as:

a) how to pick a selected teacher from a team teaching situation;
b) which class period would be assigned as the selected classroom
when . school runs a departmentalized program; c) who the class-
mates are in a mu1t1p1e open classroom arrangement; and d) what to '
do if the teacher has changed, a contrast ¢hild has moved, or a
selected child changes from an integrated situation to a self-

contained special education classroom.
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. The Master File was expanded in the spring to include code
numbers for the local district Superintendent, Director of Special
Education, special education administrative personnel and prin-
cipals. A procedure similar to that used in January was used to
assign the administrative coce numbers. NCS prepared an Admini-
strative Code Number Listing for each district on three-part
paper. The local Project PRIME Coordinator was asked to complete
the 1isting and rzturn a completed copy to the Austin office.
The Project PRIME Master File is a living system. )There
are occasional changes in teéchers, children moving from class
to class and school to school. There are alsp additions as dif-
' ferent teachers have become involved during the observation phase
of the Project and during the administration of the spring
administrative and background questionnaries. A form (Appendix
XIV) has been developed to communicate changes between local
districts, the Austir office and NCS.

. .xi@\’s‘qx
A data control system was established to record the inst Qak Y
;E {
4 \
received, the instruments were checked into a Chi'ld Data Flow

ments as they were .eceived from the local distrizts. When

Chart (see Appendix XV). The Child Data Flow Chart was deve]cfed \
3

as a means of linking one selected handicapped child with his %ﬁz

selected teacher and with hiis matching normal contrast child. i
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Thus, a triad--handicapp d child-normal child-teacher--was created.
In situations in which a selected regdﬁar teacher had two or more
handicapped children and three or more normal contrast children,
the normal contrast children were divided among the handicapped
children using a random number procedure. The instructions on

how to complete the Child Data Flow Chart are given in Appendix
XVI. Note that the Flow Chart is comprised of a number of pages,
each page concerned with a different type of data from the triad.
The Child Data Flow Chart provfdes a summary of which instruments
have been received for each person involved in the teacher-

handicapped child-normal child triad.

b
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Instrumantation

The comprehensive nature of Project PRIME required the
selection of a wide variety cf instruments to measure the various
facets of the handicapped and normal contrast child's intellectual,
social and emotional characteristics and the different social and
educational factors that characterized his educational environ-
ment. The conceptual model cuiding variable selection discussed
in the previous section served as the heuristic model for deter-
mining the relevant variables to be studied. The variables
selected became the criteria for the selection of tools and
procedures.

A review of the reliability and validity oi existing measure-
ment procedures and instruments proved inconclusive. “For example,
controversy exists as to the relative merits and value of rating
scales, sign systems, and coding systems for describing teacher
behavior and classroom climate (Rosenshine, 1970). In those
jnstances where lack of consensus existed, instruments reflecting
combinations of measurement procedures were employed. Such a
s-rategy provided additionai information concerning the efficacy
o’ measurement procedures.

The input variables in previous studies often were gross
measures. Thus, if a gross variable was Tound to be significant,

it was often difficult to interpret. Project PRIME attempted
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to delineate more fully such gross measures as the child's atti-
tude toward school, using nev instrumentation developed for the
study.

" For certain variables, input from a variety of sources was
obtained. For example, the child's ability to get along well
with other children was rated by all his teaciers, nis peers,
and the child himself.

The employment of previously used instruments along with
the expanded measures of identified significant variables maxi-
mized the opportunity for comparisons between previously com-
pleted studies as well as provided new research information.

The use of instruments based on the input-process-output model
permitted comparisons between normal and handicapped children
concerning the factors that make a difference in their educational
growth. Further, it provided a basis for comparing the difference .
between regular classes and teachers, and special education
classes and teachers in a comprehensive manner never previously
attempted.

The first year of Project PRIME was conceived as a formative
year for instrumentation. Thé.instruments used during the first
year included both standardized and non-standardized measures.
These instruments included group -administered standardized
achievement tests, teacher rating scales, children's question-

naires, sociometric tests, personality and attitude tests.
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The instruments used tre first year will be analyzed and
revised for the second and third years with the goal of developing
sensitive and discriminating measures for the variables of
concern.

The selection and development of the instruments usad in
Project PRIME was based on ¢ series of decision points which
were different for the different instruments. Table 5 contains
a list of all the instrumentis used by Project PRIME, the person
completing each instrument &nd the number of completed instru-
ments. Appendix III describes the variables which are included

in each instrument.

Achieyement Tests

It was originally intended that Project PRIME develop its
own achievement test from an items pool of existing achievement
test tems. The new achievement test would have reflected the
concepts emphasized in Texas public schocls at each age level
for normal and handicapped children and would have been based on
ratings by Texas public school regular and special education
teachers.

Time would not permit this procedure and a decision was made
by the Project PRIME research staff to use a standardized
achievement test. The Metrcpolitan Achievement Test (MAT) was

chosen based upon the findings reported by Orr (1969). In order
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to minimize possible basal and ceiiing effects, all EMR children
were administered two levels of the MAT--Primary 1 and II. A1l
othér children received the level appropriate to their grade

assignment. This procedure was considered by:

1.  Dr. Samuel Ball, Educational Testing Service, Princeton,
New Jersey

2. Dr. Robert Boruch, Department of Psychology, Northwestern
University, Evanston, I1linois

3. Dr. Richard Turner, Dean of Research, Indiana Uriversity,
Bioomington, Indiana

4. Dr. Herbert Walberg, Department of Educational
Psychology, University of I11inois at Chicago Circle,
Chicago, Illinois

Copies of the Metropolitan Achievement Tests and the corre-

sponding Teacher's Directions afe {ncluded in the Questionnaires

packet. L 2

Development of Socia: and Erotional Adjustment Instruments and
Demographic Questionnaires g

Project PRIME believed that schools' objectives for students

are broader than simply academic achievement, and so included
social and emotional dependent variables. The selection of instru-

ments to measure these variables consisted of several stages.

Search for Existing Instruments. The ‘irst stage involved

an exhaustive search for existing instrumentation that would

enable Project PRIME to collect data on the social and emotional
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TABLE 5

CHILDREN, TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS

INSTRUMENTS COMPLETED

Name of Instrumer . - Person letins |
Exceptional | Contrast| Peers | Teachers| Administrators
Children Children
Metropolit: n Achi:vement Tests 2,142 2,230
Chi1émen's Questlomaire 1,071 1,115
lected Children's Baciground 2.011
Questions ’
Selected Children's Educational 3,401
Experience Questionnaire ’
Teacher Rating Scale 8,000
Report Cards 2,186
[et's Pretend 1,071 1,115
How Do You Feel? 1,071 1,115
(Pars I)
How Do You Feel? 1,071 1,115
(Part II)
About You and Your Friends 1,071 1,115
Your School Days 1,071 1,115 | 12,203
leacher Attitude and C.assroom 647
>1imate Questionmnaire
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Name of Instrument

Hov’ Feel Toward Others

Table 5 (continued)

1,071

W
Children

Person Completing

PP e e T —
Lonerase

Children

1,115

12,203

[ Peers | Teachers

Administrators

Guess Who (Pupil)

1,071

115

12,203

Guess Who (Teacher)

647

Admiristrative Questiomnaire
tor Regular Teachers

550

Administrative Questionnaire
for Teacher Aide

165

Administrative Questiormaire
for Speclal Edv-ation
Teacher

450

-

)\dr‘strative Questionnaire
for Superintendent

-

43

Administrative Questionnaire
for Director of Special
Education

43

-

Administrative Questionmaire
for Instructional Supervisor

130

Administrative Questionniare
for Appraisal Coordinat r

65

—

Administrative Questioniaire
for Principal

153

\_

Administrative Questionnaire
for Counselor

V—

130

wv,strative Questionnaire
for Appraisal Speclalist

155

a— Q
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Table 5 (continued)

Name of Instrument Observation Days
. Tndiana Pupil Participation Schedule 2,000
Tndividual Cognitive Demand Schedule 4,000
Indiana Behavior Management Schedule 4,000
{Florida Classroom Climate and Control 4,000
System .
. A
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variables selected. The variable model described in the pre-
vious chapter and the cluster of variables it delineated served
as a guide in the search for instrumentation.

Initially, the search consisted of reviewing actual copies
of instruments suggested in Buros (1970), Johnson & Bommarito
(1971), and a publication by the Association for Supervision

and Curriculum Development, entitled Ir -ving Educational

Assessment and an Inventury of Measures of Affective Behavior

(1969).

The second stage involved a review of personality, atti-

tude, and sociometric tests on file at the tducational Testing
Service Test Reference Library, Princeton, New Jersey. Specimen
sets of all tests which had potential for selection were pur-
chased for Project PRIME and cirefully evaluated. Outside

reviews and evaluations of each test were studied.

Development of New Instruments. The review of the critical

research and evaluation of existing sociometric and personality
instruments determined that existing instrumentation would be
inappropriate for Project PRIME.

This decision was based upon the #3fficulty of scaling,
the language structure and vocabulary employed and the reliability
and validity of the instruments. Theretfore, the following pro-

cedures were employed to develop Project PRIME's instruments.
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First, an extensive item pool was develoned from already

'existing instrumentation thai related to the variables of con-

cern. nppendix XVII contain: the bibliography of the test
sources contributing items. The item pool was carefully reviewed
to eliminate duplicate items, items which were unclear, items
which had a doubtful relationship to the variables being con-
sidered, and items which were obviously inappropriate for chil-
dren or for specific subgroups of children (i.e., retarded chil-
dren, ooys, girls, urban children, rural children, blacks and/or
Mexican-Americans). The net results of this item screening was
to reduce the initial item pool to more manageable proportions.
Hence, not all the items in the initial pool were used in the
final instruments.

Second, the remaining items were grouped together into
logical arrangements for testing.

a) All the items on tte classroom climate and teacher
effectiveness were put into one instrument to be given to the

entire class, entitled Your School Days. Al1 items on the

jndividual child's feelings, attitudes, and emotions were put

into one instrument entitled Abcut yc: and Your Friends.

Items to be included in Your School Days and About You and

Your Friends were converted to a similar scale. The scale selected

was a Yes-No, forced choice construction. This question'style

106




-76~

was selected because it is eisier for a child to respond to this
form of a question than to one requiring responses along a con-
tinuum, or to a rating scale with several alternatives. The chil-
dren's tendency to choose a middle, ﬁ§omgtjmes," category was
specifically avoided, although an unknown degree of reliability
was sacrificed. However, the test developers believed that the
content validify of the items was merkedly increased. In addi-
tion, due to the method of responding by writing the correct word,
i.e., "yes" or "no," the "sometimes" response was difficult for
children to use.

b) A1l items on attitude toward school vere combined into the

How Do You Feel? instrument. The response mode selected for this

instrument was faces: happy, plain and sad. The use of faces
(which were machine-scoreable bubbles) enabled the instrument to
use a thrée-point scale, since a plaiar face probably has more con-
crete meaning than the werd “sometimes. Furthemmore, the coloring
in of a face response is easier to make than writing the word
"sometimes."

c) A1l peer nomination items were included in Guess Who. The
number of nominations was limited to only one to make the response
task easier.

d) How 1 Feel Toward Others is an innovative approach to

sociometric scaling. It prcvides a three-point rating of each child
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in the class by every other child in the class, by using machine-
scoreable happy, plain, and sad faces as the responses. A ques-
tion mark in a circle of similar size as the faces was used as the
response for children not kown to the child responding.

e) All items which were concerned with the child's locus of

control were grouped into Let's Pretend. Let's Pretend offered the

child two alternative reasons for a hypothetical event. A cogni-
tive task of this form required individual administration and the
recording of the child's responses by the test administrator.

£) A1l items to be included on the Teacher Rating Scale were

convérted to statements which could be rated on a five-point fre-
quency scale: always, usually, sometimes, seldom, never. In
addition to the items from the original item pool, new items were
developed wiich paratleled questions being asked of the children on

About You and Your Friends.

g) The Teacher Attitude and Classroom Climate Questionnaire

was developed from two items pools. One item pool consisted of
jtems related tc educational attitudes, the other of items on
classroom climate. The attitude items were converted to statements
with the response an erpression of level of agreement with the
statement. A four-point response mode--agree, probably agree,
probably disagree, and disagree--was selected for these items.

The classroom climate items were converied to statements that
the teacher rated on a five-point scal> as being always, usually,

sometimes, rarely or never tiue of her classroom. Additional
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‘ jtems concerned with classroom climate were developed so that the

Teacher's Classroom Climate section paralleled the children's Your

School Days instrument. In addition, general items were added to

Your Schoof Days and the Teacher's Classror | 2 which paral-

Jeled the observation systems to provide tne .zacher and cinild's
points of view on the classroom climate and participation variables.
h) Demog wphic questions to be asked of the child were grouped
into the individually administered Children's Questionnaire.
i) Demographic and cther educational experience questions about
the children to be answered by the teachers Qére grouped into twe

instruments: a) The Selected Children's Background Questionnaire,

. completed by the selected teacher only; and b) The Selected Children's

Educational Experience Questionnaire, completed by both the selected
classroom teacher and, if appropriate, by the special education
| resource teacher.

Once the items had been grouped into instruments, the items
were randomized and classified as having positive, neutral and
negative connotations. A balance was attempted between items in
which a yes or a happy Tace response signified a positive response

and a no or a sad face response signified a negative response.
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Review and Evaluation o° the Instruments. Once the items

had been selected and groupel into separate instruments and a
respoﬁse mode selected, the instrurents were reviewed and eval-
uated by professional personnel for various concerns.
The items were reviewed for linguistic structure and age-
appropriateness by the folloving people:
1. Dr. Judith Agard, °roject PRIME, Aiustin, Texas
2. Dr. Ray Glass, Cen:er for Innovation in Teaching
the Handicapped, Iidiana University, Bloomington,
Indiana
3. Dr. Martin Kaufmar, Director, Intramural Research
Program, Division of Research, Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped, Was:ington, D. C.
4. Dr. Melvyn Semmel. Actinj Director, Center for Inno-
vation in Teaching the Handicapped, Indiana University,
Bloomington, Indiana

5. Dr. Walter Stolz, Department of Psychology, Earlham
College, Richmond, Indiana

The instruments were reviewed by the following people for
ease of administration, content validity and test reliability:
1. Dr. Judith Agard, Project PRIME, Austin, Texas

2. Dr. Samuel Ball, Educational Testing Service, Princeton,
New Jersey

3. Mr. Jerry Barstow, Cocrcinator of Reports Management
Systems, Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas

4. Dr. Thomas Cook, Department of Psychology, Northwestern
University, Evanston, I11inois

5. Mr. William Fisher, Department of Assessment, Texas
Education Agency, Austin, Texas
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’ 6. Dr. Martin Kaufman, Director, Intramural Research
Program, Division of Research, Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped, Washington, D. C.

7. Ms. Patricia Prewitt, Department of Adult Education,
Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas

8. Mr. Walter Rambeau, Consultant for Office Planning,
Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas

9. Dr. Melvyn Semmel, Acting Director, Center for Innova-
tion in Teaching the Handicapped, Indiana University,
Bloomington, Indiara

10. Dr. Herbert Walberg, Department of Educational Psychol-
ogy, University of I1linois at Chicago Circle,
Chicago, I1linois

11. Dr. Sivasailam Thiagarajan, Center for Innovation in
Teaching the Handicapped, Indiana University, Bloomington,
Indiana

' The instruments were reviewed by the following professional
educators representing various minority groups for ethnic and
cultural appropriateness:

1 . Ms. Magnolia Baker, Consultant for Special Education and
Counseling, Department of Counseling, Texas Education
Agency, Austin, Texas

2. Ms. Isaurra Barrera, Chief Consultant, Special Education
Division, Education Service Center, Region XX,
Sar; Antonio, Texas

3. Ms. Alba Luna, Instructional Consultant, Special Fdu-
cation Division, rducation Service Center, Region XX,
San Antonio, Texas

4. Ms. Jo Ann Paul, Chief Consultant in Early Childhood
Special Education, Department of Special Education,
Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas

5. Mr. Juan Solis, Educational Program Director, Bilingual
Education Agency, Austin, Texas
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. The items passed through Federal Form Clearance and a three-
stage Texas state form clearance before they were ever used With
children. See Appendix XVIII for a letter from the Texas Com-

missioner of Education expressing his apyroval of the instruments.

Pilot Procedure. The instruments were pilot-tested on normal

children in grades two through five, and on handicapped children
of all three ethnic groups. The pilot-test sample was composed
of 40 normal and 22 handicapped and slow-learning children. The
breakdown by ethnic group was: 20 Anglo, 34 Neyro, and 8 Mexican-
American. The pilot-test pracedure, conducted by

' Mr. Ctarles Russell of the Texas Education Agency, Consultant in
Special Education Evaluatior, consisted also of an évaluation and
approval of the instruments by the Superintendent, the Director
of Special Education, the Principal, and the local school district
testing-administration staff.

Changes in wording of items and exclusion of some items resulted

from an evaluation of pilot-test protocols.

Spanish Translations. The selected children in Project

PRIME included a large propo ‘tion of Mexican-American children.
The sociometric and attitude questionnaires were written in stand-
ard English. The need to obtain valid measures of the Spanish-
speaking child's attitudes and his social and emotional adjust-
ment necessitated Project PRIME providing Spanish translations

for the children's instruments.
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. The Spanish translations for each instrument were prepared
by Ms. Isaura Barrera, Chief Consultant and Ms. Alba Luna,
Instructional Consultant, both of the Special Education Division,
Education Service Center, Recion XX, San Antonio, Texas. The
process used by the translaturs was as follows:
1) The two translators independently translated the
jnstruments from English to Spanish.
2) Each translator then translated the other translator's
version back into Snglish.
3) The two translators then compared the two Spanish
and English translations.

. 4) For items in which the Spanish translations were dif-
ferent, the translators consulted bilingual teachers in
predominantly Mexican-American school§ to obtain a trans-
lation which would be understood by bilingual children.
For some items, tw. translations were offered, one a
pure Spanish trans.ation and one a colloquial (Tex-Mex)
translation.

Instructions on how to ise the Spanish translations were
included in the Reference Manual. The Spanish translations for

the children's iustruments are available as supplementary material

to this report.
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Printing Procedures. The maés of data collected by Proj:ct

PRIME was of such quantity that wherever possible, optical
scanning sheets were employed. After careful consideration of
cost and flexibility of optical scanning sheets, as well as ser-
vice provided by several printing companies, a contract was
awarded to National éomputer Systems (NCS) to handle printing and
da*a reduction for the project. NCS was responsible for all

p: inting or purchasing of instruments, development of score
sheets, and delivery of instruments to Project PRIME coordinators
in Texas. Consultants from the NCS staff advised Project PRIME
staff on the format for the instruments, the questionnaires,

instruction booklets, and machine-scoreable answer sheets.

Final Version of Instrvients. The final version of the

Sociz! and Emotional Adjustm:nt Instruments and Demographic Ques-
tionnaires are available as ~.upplemental materials to this report.
Refer to Table 5 for a listiig of all instruments. A brief
description of each experimer tal instrument is given below:

1) Children's Questioinaire

This instrument contain: 38 questions and was administered
to each child individually i: a single session. The instrument
was given in May to all selected handicapped and non-handicapped
contrast children. The instrument was designed to measure the

social, economic, and educational background of the child and
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his feelings about school this year and last year. The ques-
tions are concerned with the number of people and children in
the family, the presence or absence of various socioeconomic
indicators such as air conditioner, the presence or absence of
educational enrichment indicators such as an encyclopedia, the
involvement of the family with the child, and the child's atti-
tude toward school. Sample items are: a) Does your family have
an automobile? b) Does your family have a dictionary? c) Does
your mother or father or someone ir your family read to you?

d) Do you like doing work in reading better this year than last

year? e) Does your family have a IV set?

2) Selected Children's Background Questionnaire

This instrument contains 27 items and was completed in May by
the selected teacher or anyone else with access to the child's
cumulative folder. The instrument provides demographic and educa-
tional data on each selected handicapped and non-handicapped con-
trast child. Included are questions on the mother's and father's
education and occupation, the family's socioeconomic level,
the child's preschool experience and his-experience in the special
education program.

Examples of the items are:

a) Family Status: (Check only one.)
___Mother and Father present in the home
___Mother only present; no other male figure

___Mother (real) and father-substitute (family friend, brother,
grandfather) in the home
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___Father only present; no other female figure present

___Father (real) and mother-substitute (family friend, aunt,
~ sister, grandmother) in the home

__Other (1ives with grandparents, foster parents, etc.)

b) How many different elementary schools has this'child attended?
___Schools in this district
___Schools in other districts

c) What special education instructional arrangement was this child
in last year? (Check only cne)

___MAssigned to special education class all day

___Assigned to special education class and attends non-
~ acalemic regular class

___Assigned to special education class and attends some
~ academic and non-academic regular classes

' ___Assigned to regular classroom and attends special education
~ classroom (i.e., resource room)

___Assigned to regular classroom all day

3) Selected Children's Educational Experience Questionnaire

This questionnaire contains 27 items including 19 questions and
eight two-dimensional charts. The questionnaire was completed in May
by the selected teacher, either a regular classroom teacher or a self-
contained special education teacher, and, in addition, for integrated
handicapped children, by the special education resource room teacher.
The questionnaire contains items on the child's academic ability,
the time spent working with the child in various subject areas, the
teacher's objectives for the child. and her motivational, behavior

management and cognitive demand techniques. In addition, for

”
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handicapped children, items were included on the attitude of

the teacher toward the child and the availability and helpful-
ness of special education services and materials. Sample
questions are:

a) How many hours a week do you spend in the following activities

directly concerned with this child? (Approximate to the nearest
hal#-hour.)

__hrs. individual instruction with this child
__hrs. small group instruction with this child

__hrs. preparing special individual materials, lesson plans
for this child

__hrs. conferences with other teachers concerning this child

___hrs. conferences with special education consultants con-
cerning this child .

__hrs. training aides tv work with this child's problems
__hrs. conferences with pa-ents of this child
___hrs. conferences with principal concerning this child
___hrs. other (explain;
b) How did you feel about the placement of this child in your class
or your resource room at the beginning of the year? (Check only one.)
__1 welcomed him
___T accepted him with reservations
___1 did not agree with the placemcri, but had no choice
c) Now that tﬁe child has been in your room for almost a full

school year, what do you think should have been his placement?
(Check only one.)
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__In a regular classroom all day without any special “elp

___In a regular classroom all day with special help (materials,
aide, helping teacher)

__In a regular classroom half of the day and a resource room
the rest of the day

___In a regular classroom only occasionally for certain
activities

___In 32 resource room or special education class in this
building all day

___In a separate special education class in another building
all day

d) which of the following special education services were available
to assist you with this child, and how effective was it for
this child? (Check one response for each item.)

Very Somewhat Slightly Not Not
Effective Effective Effective Effective Available

Additional ;pecial
educational materials

Special education aides

Special education help-
ing teachers (in your
classroom)

Special education re-
source rooms

Assistance of Speciai
Education Supervisors
(Consultants?

Assistance of School

Psychologist or Asso-
ciate Psychologist , - —_ —_ _— -
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Very Somewhat Slightly Not Not
_Effectivg_ Effective Effective Effective Available

Assistance of Special
Education Visiting
Teacher

Assistance of Special
Education Counselor

Assistance of Educa-
tional Diagnostician

Educational Plan
ARD Committee

w—p—— ——— ——— e —

4) Teacher Rating Scale

The Teacher Rating Scale cinsisted of 85 items and was completed

in January by all the teachers vho instructed the selected handicapped
and non-handicapped contrast children. The in§trument required the
teacher to rate the frequency o° the child's behavior according to

a five-point scale (always, usuilly, sometimes, seldom, and never).
The items dealt with child characteristics such as his independence,
his attention span, his behavior in social situations, his academic
performance, his attitude toward school, his conduct and general
behavior, his’level of securit' . his need for attention, his neatness
on his work, his achievement motivation, the degree of cooperation
with the teacher, his leadershin ability, his perseverance, his|
participation in classroom activities, ris response to teacher con-
trol techriques, his response to disciplinary techniques, and his
acceptance of new situations and experiences. Examples of the items

are: a) Learns new things easily; b) Is courteouc to other children;

c) Gives up easily on school work.
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4) Teacher Rating Scale

The Teacher Rating Scale consisted of 85 items and was
completed in January by all the teachers who instructed the
selected handicapped and non-handicapped contrast children.

The instrument required the teacher to rate the frequency of
the child's behavior according to a five-boint scale (always,
usually, sometimes, seldom, and never). The items dealt with
child characteristics such as: independence, attention span,
behavior 1p social situations, academic performance, attitude
toward school, conduct and genaral behavior, level of security,
need for attention, neatness of work, achievement motivation,
degree of cooperation with the teacher, lezdership ability, per-
severance, participation in classroom activities, response to
teacher control techniques, response to disciplinary techniques,
and acceptance of new situations and experiences. Examples of
the items are: a) learns new things easily; b) is courteous to
other children; and c) gives up easily on schuol work.

5) Let's Pretend

This instrument consisted of 30 items and was administered
to each child in one session in January. A1l selected handicapped
children and all selected contrast children were tested individ-
ually. The instrument was designed to measure internal versus
external locus of control in ’ositive and negative situations.

The items dealt with positive and negative situations
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with respect to social relationships, reading, math, academic
performance and achievement, responsibility, and general academic
situations. Examples of the items are: a) Let's pretend you
didn't do well on a test at school. Why? 1Is it 1) because

the test was very hard? or 2) because you didn't study for it?;
b) Let's pretend the other chiidren all like you. Why? Is it

1) because they're frienaly? or 2) because you're nice to them?

6) How Do You Feel--Part I

This instrument consisted of 41 items and was administered
in January in two small-group sessions to all selected handicapped
children and to selgcted non-handicapped contrast children. Chil-
dren were required to fill i1 a smling face, a neutral face,
or a frowning face as a respinse to each item. The items were
designad to tap attitude toward teacher, classmates, reading,
arithmetic, new experiences, académic accomplishments, school
and scnool work. Examples of items are: a) Tomorrow the class
will use more time for math (arichmetic). Show how you feel.;
b) The teacher calls you to the desk to answer a question. How
do you feel?; c) It is report card day. You must let your parents
see your report card. Which is your tace?

7) How Do You Feel--Part II

The second part of How o You Feel consisted of 33 items

and waé administered in May in one small-group session to all
selected handicapped and non-handicapped contrast children. The

instrument was designed to measure retrospective change from fall
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to spring and from last year to this year in the child's attitudes
toward school, his teachers, reading, arithmetic and his friends.
Children were asked to fill in a mach1ne-score$b1e smiling, plain
or frowning face to each item. Typical questions on this instru-
ment were: a) Think about how you did in reading last year.

What does your face look 1ike? b) Do you remember what schcol
was like last fall? Were you happy or unhappy about coming to
school last fai1? c¢) Think about the books you use for reading
now. Show how you feel about these reading books.

8) About You ard Your Friends

‘This instrument consists of 96 items and was administered
in January in four small-group sessions to all selected handi-
capped children and selected non-handicapped contrast children.
The instrument required a yes or no response to items designed
to measure attitude toward school, school subjects, teacher,
academic self-concept, achievement motivation, creativity, school
anxiety, behivior self-concept, outer versus s21f-direction, self-
confidencé 1n making decisions, self-confidence in new situations,
social participation, self acceptance, locus of control, out-
goingness, loneliness, the child's perception of reaction of
peers towards him, and'socially unadaptive behavior. Examples
of items from this instrumen’. are: a) Do you get along well
with your teacher? b) Do you forget what you learn? c) Do you
1ike to be called on in class? d) Are you afraid to try new

things?
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This instrument consists of 65 items and was administered in

Your School Uays

January to an entire class in two separate sessions. It required
each child to respond yes or no- to questions designed to assess
the academic demana present 1n the classroom, the enjoyment level
of the classroom, the cohesiveness of th: classroom, presence or
absence'of favoritism on the part of the teacher, whether or not
the ciassrou has a democratic atmosphere, whether the teécher
is supportive or non-supportive, whether there is competition in
the classroom, whether or not the children have diverse opportunities
to learn, the level of cognitive demand the teacher places on the
' pupils, the amount of child freedom present in the classroom,
the type of behavior management techniques employed by the teacher,
how organized the classroom is, and whether or not the teacher
individualizes her assignmencs and ier attention. Examples of
1tems from this instrument are: a) Do most children say your class
is fun? b) Are some children in your class treated worse than
the rest? ¢) Are you often asked to tell what the book said in
your own words? d) When you finish your class work, do you know
what to do next?

10) Teacher Attitude and Classroom Llimate Questionnaire

This instrument consisied of two parts: Part I included 67
jtems on the classroom climate; Part II included 53 items on the
‘ teacher's educational attitudes. The entire instrument was com-

pleted by al” selected teachers in May 197Z. Part I required the

teacher to circle one response on a five-point frequency scale
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indicating whether a statement was always, usually, sometimes,
rarely or never true of her classroom. The items were concerned
with such classroom climate variables as the degree of child
freedom, the level of academic demands, the amount of enjoyment,
the democratic atmosphere, the variety of opportunities to learn,
the degree of teacher favoritism, the awount of social cohesive-
ness, the amount of competition, the level of individualized
instruction, the amount of organization and structure, and the
degree of student-teach:r coooeration. Sample items are: a) The
children in my class help re make pians for the day. b) The
instructional groups formed in the fall are seldom changed.

¢) There are periods of confusion when the class changes from one
activity to another.

Part II required the teachers to indicate their degree of
agreement with certain attitudinal statements on a four-point
scale: agree, probably agree, prcbably disagree, or disagree.
The items included attitudinal statements on the relative importance
of social adjusiment, academic subjects and problem solving; the
need for respect for the teacher; the teacher's authoritarianism,
nrogressivism, and flexibility; her satisfaétion with teaching;
her self-concept as a teacher; and her attitudes toward parental
involvement. Typical items include: a) A child shouldn't tell
a teacher that she's wrong even if she is, b) Parents should be
encouraged to observe our classrooms. c) Schools of today are

neglecting the basic academic subjects.
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11} How I Feel Toward Uthers

This is a sociometric instrument which provided a rating of
each child in the class by e:ch of the other children. The chil-
dren rated each child as his friend on a three-point scale (smiling
face, straight face, frownini face). The faces were machine-
scoreable. A circle with a ruestion mark the same size as the
faces was included to allow ‘or a "don't know him" resonse. The
instrument was administered o the antire classroom of the selected
children in one session in Junuary 1972.

12)  Guess Who

This is another sociometric instrument that required the
selected teacher and each child in the selected class to fill in
- the name of the child in the class who best matched a given
description. There are 28 descriptions in all. The descriptions
are items like: a) Who is the best in reading? b) Who breaks
the rules? c) Who doesn't have any friends? The items in this
instrument are designed t5 tap social behavior, social acceptance,
and isolation, and academic achievement. This instrument was

administered in January 1972.

Administrative Questionnaires

One very critical feature of the Texas Plan for Special
Education was its encouragement of local initiative in special

education program development; thus insuring flexibility in special
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education programming, including flexibility in aspects such as
instructional arrangements, the use of consultants, selection of
instructional material, and the design of the appraisal process.

Reports by TEA Special Education consultants of site visitations
to Plan A school districts suggested that the goal of developing
local district special education programs consistent with local
need was, in fact, occurring. The objective of TEA and Project
PRIME was to capture the natural program variations of the rationale,
resources, process and performance consistent with the goals of the
descriptive-correlational design. Thus, information regarding
effectiveness of program alternatives and/or components would be
available to other districts for possible consideration in their
planning for providing comprehensive educational services. Con-
commitantly, Project PRIME and TEA staff developed a series of
questionnaires designed to obtain information about the school
district and its special education program.

The Division of Evaluation, Department of Special Education
and Special Schools, Texas Education Agency, had initial responsi-
bility for the deiineation cf variables. In addition, the Divi-
sion of Evaluation staff--Mr. Robert Winn, Mr. Jerry Vlasak,
and Mr. Charles Russell--generated the initial questions consistent
with their delineation of variables. 1hey also made the initial
attempts at deciding which questions would be ésked of which

personnel.
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The above steps accompli hed, TEA held several conferences

as well as piloting the draft instruments. (See Appendix XIX for

.copies of the initial instruments.) The formative evaluation

information, along with the a.tual instrumentation, was then

reviewed by Dr. Judith Agard :nd Dr. Martin Kaufman. This review

_ process refined variable delineation, expanded the item pool,

and modified the scaling procedures. See the administrative sec-

tion of the supplemental material for these final versions.

Selection of Variables. The InputsgProcessspplutput Model

and Concentric Circle Schema used to generate the acﬁdemic, social
and emotional variaples for Project PRIME were also used to gene-
rate the variables to be considered in the description of the
local district's special education program. Two areas within the
special education program were considered in detail: the pupil
appraisal process and the jnstructional services provided.

Within these two broad areas, models were developed which
provided guidelines for generating variables concerning the pupil
appraisal process (see Figure 3) and the available instructional
services.

n addition to the variablcs deiciribing the administrative
processes of special education programs, the Project PRIME research
staff was interested in several factors related to the general

administration of a local district's program.
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Figure 3

Reforral Source

Initial identification by iarent, Physician,
Teacher or other Professional School Personnel

Screening Committee

(May serve as ARD Cc-nu:)

T 3

o

Diagnostic
\ Classroom

%MSIVB PUPIL APPRAISAL

rehensive

il Appraisal
Coordinutor of Pupil Appraisal Services

Pre-gtaffi

Gather data already availabie in school.
Identify problem & further data to be gathered.

|

|

Psychiatric/psychological
Component [

Psychiatrist
Psychologist

Sociological

Special Education
Visiting Teacher.

~—

Special Education
Counselor.

Educatinal
Component Compon :nt

Educational Diagnostici
Curriculum Sy :cialists

Educational
Diagnostician

Physiological
Component
Physician

Occupational Therapist
Physical Therapist
Speech & Hearing Therapis

/

Post-Staffing & Development of Educational Prescription
Coordination of diagnoses by team staffing to discuss findings,

recommendations, implementution:: & follow-up in classroom.

Action by Admission, Review
& Disnissal Ccmmittee

Conference with Receiving Teachey for Instruction
Recommendations by Specia: Education Supervisor
&/or Educational Disgnostician

Occupational

L]

Speech & Hearing

Therapist

A

Classroom Teacher

Effects Prescriptive Program.
Bvaluates progress in conjunction with
Special Education Supervisor, Educational
Diagnostician & other members of appreaisal tesm.

Specialist

Physical
Therapist

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Feedback 3 Follow-up

Periodic reassessment to determine
appropristeness of recommendations

T

Annucl review by Admission,
Reviev & Dismissal Committee
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1. Demographic statistics for the community, the school
: district, and for the selected school campuses and
classrooms.

2. Biographical and professional experience information
from the special education administrative staff and
from regular and special education teachers and teacher
aides.

3. Administrator and teacher attitudes about handicapped
children and about the integration of handicapped chil-
dren into regular classes.

4. The personnel experiences and reactions towards Plan A.

Answer Formats. The variables delineated by the Texas Educa-

tion Agency and by the Project PRIME research staff served as the
foundation for the development of specific questionnaire items.
Before questionnaire items for each variabie could be written,
appropriate answer formats had to be determined. The questionna‘re
items employed a variety of answer formats, ultimately depending
on the need for accuracy anc the type of information requested.
Evamples of the types of questions and formats used are‘déven
below: |

1. Yes/No questions:

Are the deliberations of the appraisal Review and Dismissal
Committee concerning each child recorded?

Yes

No

2.  Checklist information questions:

Which of the following screening procedures does your district
provide on a systematic basis? (Check one or more.)

___Vision screening

___Hearing screening
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___Other health screening

___Academic problem screening
___Intelligence screening
___Emotional health screening

___Other (specify)

Exact numerical information questions:

How many years of direct professional experience with handi-
capped students have you had in each professional capacity?

___No professional experience with handicapped children
years: Special Education Teacher

ears: Teacher in regular classroom with handicapped
children present

years: Counselor, with handicapped children as counselees

ears: Supervisor, with responsibilities for special
education program

__years: Principal, with special education classes on
your campus

years: Other (explain)
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‘ 4. Exact numerical information charts:

What is the ethnic/racial pattern of the teachers in your
building? (Indicate number of teachers in each ethnic

category.)
Spec al Educa- Special Education
tion Teachers Teachers (Resource
Regular (Self-Con- Helping, Itinerary,
Teachers tained) . ...  Diagnostic)
Negro —_— —_ .
Indian . — -
Uriental

Spanish-surnamed

Caucasian
. (other than

Spanish-

surnamed)

Total number

5. Numerical estimation questions:

Approximately how many students in your district or co-op will
have received comprehensive pupil appraisals this school year?

___Number students referred from regular classroom
___Number students referred from special education classroom
___Number students referred frem non-public schools

___Number students referred from other sources (community agencies)
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6. Percentage and proportion questions and charts:

What is the ethnic-racial makeup of the teaching staff in
the special education program?

Percent of Percent of

Professional Teachers Teacher Aides
Negro _ % %
Indian % __*
Oriental % %
Spanish-surnamed % . %
Caucasian (other than )
Spanish-surnamed % _*

7. Attitudinal Questions:

Do you feel that the special education teachers are accepted
as members of the school faculty? (Check only one.)

__Yes, completely
___Yes, partially
__Yes, slignhtly
___Not at al

8. Attitudinai charts:

When you first heard about Plan A, which features appealed
to you? (Check only on: column tor each feature.)

Very Slightly Little
Appealiny  Appealing Interest Unappealing

Additional funds
for special
education personnel o — — —_—
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Slign:ly Little
Appeal ng Interest

Unappealing

Encouragement to
co-op with other
districts

Flexibility in
assigning handi-
capped children
to instructional
setting

Special education
s tudents inte-
grated 50% or
more of the

t ime would be
eligitle tor

ADA

Additionatl funds
for special
education
materiais

New, more flexi-
ble, comprehen-

siv2, and indi-

vidial appraisal
process

Lse of educa-
ticnal plan or
incividual in-

s tructional plan

Decreased emphasis
on type of handi-
capping condition

Involvement of
regular teachers
and principals

More children
could be served

Other (ex>lain)

Other (ex>lain) '
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’ 9. Personnei assignment gquestions:
Which of the following personnel are generally involved in
the screening decisions to decide whether a child will undergo
a comprehensive appraisal? (Check one or more. )
___Director of Special Education
___Special Education Instructional Supervisor
___Apéraisa] Coordinator
___Special Education Counselor
___Reguiar Counselor
___Regular Teacher (referring)
___Special Education Tezcher
___Principal
’ ___Educational Service enter Appraisal Personnel

___Other (specify)

10. Personnel assignment charts:

Who determines the educational objectives for the handicapped
children in your program? (Check oniy one column for each

person. )
Participates Does Not Par-
Actjve]y ticipate
in Actively in
Decisions Consul ted Decisions

Special Education Director

Special Education Super-
visor (or Consultant)

Special Education Counselor

. . gducational Diagnostician
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Participates Does Not Par-
’ Actively ticipate
. in Actively in
__Decisions (onsulted Decisions
™

Principal

Special Education Teacher
Regular Teacher

Parents —_ N

Other (explain)

11. Rank order evaluation questions:

Below is a list of characteristics of regular classroom

teachers which could be taken into consideration when placing

handicapped children in regular classrooms. Select the five

which you corzider the iost important and rank order them.

(Rank icems in order of importance: 1 = most important.)
. ___Experienced in regular classroom teaching

___In-service training in special education

__College coursework in special educaticn

___Good classroom management techniques

__Able to employ remedizal/diagnostic techniques

__Volunteers to accept handicapped children

__Skill in relatiig to cther teachers

___Ability to prog-am for individualized instruction

__Tolerant of racial/etnnic differences

__Tolerant of wide range of deviant ehavior

__Highly intelligent

___Creative

__"patient and understanding”

‘ ___Warm and empathic
___Other (explain)
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‘ 12. Evaluation charts:

How wvould you evaluate the special education instructional
mate~ials along the following dimensions? (Check only one
colunn for each dimension.)

Very
God Good  Fair  Poor

Appropriateness for
child's achievement

Introduces new con-
cepts at an appro-
priate speed

Provides adequate
amount of drill and
practice

Relevant to child's
‘ learning difficulties

Holds child's interest

Self instructional
for the student

Easv for the teacher
to administer

Conforms to material
used by regular
s tudents

Overall evaluation

13. Time estimation questiors:

How many hours have you spent i1 each of the following
activities related to sjecial education during the 1971-72
school year?

_ _No hours spent in special education activities

___Total hours in in-service ac. «:...s concerning handi-
. capped children

o ___Total hours in in-service activities concerning Plan A
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‘ ___Total hours spent in ARD Comm ttee meetings

__Total hours spent in special education staff meetings,
other than ARD Committee

__Total hours consulting with special education teachers

__Total hours counseling (including discipline) with special
education students

Total hours consulting with regular teachers about special
education ccncerns

___Total hours in counseling parents of handicapped children

__Total hours in professional meetings related to special
education

___Total hours in addres sing the community regarding Plan A
and the special education program

___Total hours other (explain)

14. Oper -ended questions:

If ¢ny specific learning materials or jnstructional approaches
seened to be exceptionally effective with the special educa-
tior children, .lease describe fuliy.

Questionnaire Construct on Procedures. Unce the format decisions

had been made and questions vritten for each variable, the questions
were sorted in terms of appropriateness for various persons on the
local district administrative staff, since no single staff person

‘ had the information necessary to answer all the questions formulated.
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The assignment of particular questions to particular staff members
was compiicated by the fact .hat the titles and responsibilities
of various local district administrative per§onne1 varied. Due
to this, official titles had to be disregarded. Instead, sets of
questions were deveioped for the parson or persons performing
specific functions or who had been detegated certain responsibilities
jn the special education program. Tne administrative variables,
and the questions that had r~en developed from them, dictated
which édministrative personne vould respond to which questions.
Sets of questions were developed for the following local district
administrative and classroom personnel:

1. The Superintendent of the local school district

. 2.  The Director of Special Education or the person responsi-~
ble for the entire local district special education
program

3. The Instructional Supervisor or the person responsible
for the instructional supervision of the special educa-
tion program

4. The Appraisal Coordinator or the person responsible for
development and coo~dination of the appraisal process

5. The Appraisal Speci:list or the person responsible for
administering the apraisal test

6. The Counselor or i!': person responsible for counseling
special education scudents and parents and involved
teachers

7. The Principal of each Project PRIME school

8. The Regular Classrcom Teachers vho instructed Project
PRIME students

9. Special Education Teachers who instructed Project PRIME

‘ students

10.  Special Education Jeacher's Aides who work with Project
PRIME students or teachers
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The allocation of questions to be asked of the different
personnel was based on several considerations. First, all admini-
strative personnel and teachers were asked similar educational
background and experience questions and the same attitudinal ques-
tions. Second, questions directly related to the special education
srogram were asked of the person or persons most 1ikely to have
the required information. For many programmatic variables, dif-
ferent special education personnel were asked the same or similar
questions. The duplication of questions was rejuired because dif-
ferent staff personnel were familiar with different aspects of
the special education program area under consideration and had
different perspectives from which to answer the questions. In
addition, the duplication of questions permitted comparing answers
from different staff personnel to ascertain differences in opinions.
Variations in opinions and attitudes concerning certain areas in
tpe Plan A program could be used to reveal the interpersonal dynamics
operating within the district Finally, duplication of questions
was necessary to ascertain internal validity of the items.

The administrative questions were now in the form of a set
of questionnaires--one instrument designed for each of the local

district personnel indicated above.

yalidation of the Administrative Questionnaires. The admini-

strative questionnaires were format-vely evaluated in a series of

working conferences held with various groups of consultants. The
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objectives for each of the working conferences were similar and
consisted of:

1)  An assessment of the administrative variabies in terms
of comprehensiveness anc relevance.

2)  An assessment of the questions generated in terms of
content validity. In this regard, the consultants were asked to
evaluate each questionnaire item, to insure that the questions would
yield .esponses that provided the information needed.

3) An evaluation of the answer format used for each ques~
tion and an evaluation of the gereral format of the questionnaires.

4)  An assessment of the ccmpleteness and clarity of the
altarnative responses listed for each question.

5) An evaluation of the appropriateness of the assignment
of questions to specific ioca] district staff personnel.

Warkine confercnces were held with the'folfowing groups:

1)  The Education.i Consultants, Department of Special
fducation and Speciai Schools of the Texas Education Agency {see
Appendix XX). .he consultants reviewed the administrative vari-
ables ind preliminary questioas at a series of staff meetings
held early in the development of the ~vostionnaires. Later, at
an in-servi:e training meeting, the TEA staff reviewed the final

draft version of the questionnaires.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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‘ 2) Individual conferences were heid with the TEA consultants
who had expertise in areas directly relevant to the administrative

variabies:

a) M}. Ray Fenley. Chief Consultant for Pupil Appraisal,
Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas

b) Ms. Dainey Lege, irector, Texas System of Special
Education Instructional Materials, Texas Education
Agency, Austin, Texas

¢) Dr. James Clark, Director of Guidance Department,
Texas Education Agency, Austin, Texas

d) Ms. Magnolia Baker, Consultant in Counseling and
Special Education, Texas Education Agency, Austin,
Texas

3) The Advisory Committee of the University of Texas Regional
‘ Special Education Instructional Materials Lenter (SEIMC), consisting
of:

Mr. Albert Fell, birector, SEIMC, University of Texas at
Austin, Austin, Texas

Ms. Margaret Booker, hi:ld Director, SEIMC, uUniversity of
Texas at Austin, Austi), Texas

Dr. William Wolfe, Principal Investigator, SEIMC, University
of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas

Ms. Judith Wilson, Coordinator of Training, SEIMC, University
of Texas at Austin, Aus:tin, Texas

Ms. Carol Mcirtosh, Cocrdinator of Library Services, SEIMC,
University of Texas at Austin, ~usiin, Texas

Or. John McLaugnlin, Coordinater cf Research, SEIMC, University
of Texas at Austin, Austin Te:as

Ms. DJainey Lege, Director, Te as Systems of Special Education,
SEIMC, University of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas
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‘ 4) A panel of University of Texas Special Education faculty

members:

Dr. John King, Department of Specicl Education, University
of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas

Dr. Lawrence Marrs, Department of Special Education, University
of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas

Dr. Bradley Wilson, Department of Speciai Education, Univer-
sity of Texas at Austin, Austii, Texas

Dr. John MclLaughlin, Uepartment of Special Education, University
of Texas at Austin, Austin, Texas

The conferences with the above-named professional educators
were working sessions.. The consultants reviewed the variables and
suggested additional variables, revised and reworded certain ques-
tions, offered additional responses to the 1ist of response alter-

‘ natives, and made suggestions as to additional local personnel

who could or should be asked for certain intformation.

Pratest of the Administrative Questionnaires. Thne set of

3amnistrative questions was pretested in the five pilot Plan A,
1970-71 districts not ircluded in the Project PRIME sample. The
school districrs involved in the pretest were Haskill-Knox Cooperative,
Richardson, Galveston, Alamo Heights and El Paso. The original
pilot Plan A districts vere widely ai“‘erent in geographic location,
size of district, ethnic composition, population density and
special education programning.

Instruments were completed by the Superintendent, the Diréctor

' of Special Education, the Appraisal Coordinator, the Instructional

Supervisor, and at least one Counselor, Appraisal Specialist,

Q —
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Principal, Regular Teacher, jpecial Education Teacher and Teacher's
Aide. After completing the :nstruments, TEA consultants discussed
the questions and questionna-res with the respondent to ascertain
which questions or response «1ternatives were unclear or inappro-
priate. The administrative personnel in each district agreed
that the questions were valii and appropriate and aliowed for the
divergence of responses needad to provide information on widely
different programs. -
TEA consultants and local teachers also completed instruments
providing further information on the clarity of the questions,
the completeness of the response alternatives and the time required.
After the administrative questionnaires were reviewed and
approved by the TEA Reports Managemsnt Svstem, the Texas Commis-
sioner of Education, Dr. J. W. Edgar, reviewed the instrument and

approved them for use in Texas Project PRIME public schools.

Final Version of the Administrative Questionnaires. The final

versions of the experimental questionnaires for the iocal school
district administrative and teaching staff concerned with Plan A
are available as supplemental materials to this report. Each
questionnaire contains a section on the personal, professional and
educational experience of the individual responding.

Examples of the items ir this section are:

In which kind of community have you spcnt most of your life?
(Check only one.)

___In the open country or in a farming community

__Ina small town (less than 10,000 people) that was not a

suburb
143
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___In a medium-size city (10,000 to 100,000 people)
___In a suburb of a med um-sized city

___Inside a large city 100,000 to 500,000 people)
__In a suburb of 'a larje city

___1n a very large city (over 500,000 people)

___In a suburb of a very large city

Which types of handicapped children have you had experience
teaching? (Check cne or morel)

___Trainable mentally retarded
___Educable mentally retarded
___Visually handicapped
___Deaf and hard of hearing
___Physically handicapped
___Language and learning disabled
___Minimally brain-injured
___Enotionally disturbe
___Speech han@icapped
During a typical two-week period in each season, how many hours do
you spend in each of the following activities?

Fall Winter  Spring Summer

In-service training ac-

tivities concerning chil-

dren (both in prepara-

tion and attendance) __hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs.
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Fall Winter Summer

In-service training activ-
1ties zoncerning Plan A __hrs. _hrs. __hrs. __hrs.
ARD Comittee meetings

( including screening
committee) hrs. hrs. __hrs. __hrs.

Counseling parents of
handicapped children _hrs. _hrs. _ hrs. __hrs.

Consulting with
Principals __hrs. __hrs. __hrs. __hrs.

Consulting with indi-
vidual Regular Class-
room Teachers hrs. __hrs. __hrs. __hrs.

Consulting with indi-
vidual Special Educa-
tion Teachers _hrs. __hrs. __hrs. _hrs.

Developing screaning

and appraisal
procedures __hrs. __hrs. __hrs. __hrs.

Selacting and

syprrvising Educa-

t jonal Diagnosticians

end other test

cdministrators hrs. _ hrs. __hrs. __hrs.

Formal testing ¢f
children hrs. hrs. hrs. hrs.

Informal testing
and other counseling
with children Ars. __urs. __hrs. __hrs.

Writing educational
plans nrs. hrs. nrs. hrs.
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Eack questionnaire also included questions on the individual's
expectations concerning Plan A and problems that may have resulted.
A sample Plan A item is:
Thinking back to before Plan A was conceived, how would
you have felt about haviig children with mild handicapping
cond;tions served in the regular classroom? (Check only
one.
__Good idea for most handicapped children
___Good for some handicapped children
___Good idea for only a few hanaicapped children
___Not a good idea for any handicapped children
. Now that you have had a'most a year of experience with Plan A
- either as a current Plar A school or as a school which will
be Plan A next year, ho. has your feeiing about the integra-

tion of handicapped chi'dren changed? (Check only one.)

___'t's a good idea for more handicapped children than I
would have expected

___It's a good idea for fewer handicapped children that I
would have expected

___I was about right in my original feelings.
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The attitudes of the special education administrators and
regular and special education teachers teward the integration
of handicapped children into regular classes were ascertained
using an integration scale. The integration scale consisted of
25 child behavior descriptions reflecting different types and
severity of handicaps. Respondents were asked to indicate the
placement he would select for each child:a) in a regular class-
room all day, b) in a regular classroom part of the day with
supplemental materials and assistance, c) in a regular class-
room part of the day with supplémental materials and assistance
and in a resource room part of the day, d) in a special class
all day, or e) not in public school education program. Sample
‘ behavior descriptions are:

Richard is overly dependent on the teacher. He seeks
out excessive adult attention. He has no sense of self
direction. He never does anything without being
pushed or prodded.
Chuck doesn't seem ahle to catch on to things as quickly
as most, and needs to have things explained over and
over again; eventually, though, he appears to learn
everything the others do, even though it has taken
longer.
Florence is immature and oversensitive, likely to burst
into tears at the slightest provocation. She pouts or
sulks if she can't do what she wants to do.
The questions related to special ecucation program variables
varied with the individual respondent and are described below

for each instrument.

* : T 147
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1) Administrative Questionnaire for the Superintendent
contained:a) demographic questions on the school district student
body and teaching staff, b) questions on the financial situation
of the community and certain financial aspects of the school
district program, and c) items on the relationship between the
Superintendent and Director of Special Education. Sample
questions include:

What is the basis for initiating special education services

in buildings? ( Rank The Ones You Use In Order of Frequency:

1=most frequent.)

____Building Principal's needs assessment

___Director of Special Education needs assessment

____Board decision

____Superintendent's needs assessment

.__Educational Service Center

____Other comunity agency

____Teacher's request

____Parent request

Joint decision (exp.ain)

What is your district's per pupil expenditure for the following
student classifications?

$ per elementary regular student
$ per elementary special education student
$ __per secondary regular student

$ _per secondary special education student
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2) Administrative Questionnaire for the Director of Special
Education contained questions on:a) demographic features of the
special education program, b) personnel and structure of the
appraisal process, c) relationship; between special education
professionals, d) utilization of instructional materials, e) the
method of staff development, f) budget sources and use of funds,
g) facilities, h) the use of non-public schools, i) program
planning, and j) iistructional arrangements and assignments.
Sample items include:

How many elementary-aged children are in your special

education program at this time? (Indicate number of

children in each cell.)

. Visually MBI-
EMR TMR Deaf COHI Handicapped LLD ED

—— —

Essentially in
special education
self-contained
classroom

Resource room 50%
o more of the
day

Resourcz room less
than 50% of the
day

Regular class-
room all day or
almost all day,
with a helpiig
teacher

149




-118-

Which one of the following personnel has been given the
‘ r(‘g;gg:s;:uigefc))r coordinating the appraisal process?

____Special Education Director

___Special Education Superviscr

___Educational Diagnostician

____Counselor

___Visiting teacher

____Psychologist

Associate School Psychologist

Other (explain)

3) Administrative Questionnaire for the Instructional
‘ ' ‘upervisor gontained questions on:a) the education plan, b) the use
(f teacher aides, c) relatiorships batween professionals, d) staff
cevelopnent, and e) instructional meterials. Sample items are:

Which of the following content items in the educational plan
are your primary responsibility? (Check one or more.)

____Suggested instructional materials

____Instructional objectives written in behavioral terms
____Suggested activities

____Behavior management technicues

____Modification of regular classroom teaching techniques
___Regular classroom curriculum modification

____Diagnostic information about the child's learning problems

Diagnostic information about academic difficulties,
particularly reading problems

Placement suggestions

‘ ~ 450
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‘ Social adjustment :uggestions

Emotional adjustmert suggestions
Other (specify)

What do you dc¢ to assure that Special Education Teachers
and Regu;ar Teachers work together as a team? (Check one
0 o« ",

Provide joint in-service activities for Special and
Regular Teachers

Provide Special Education Teachers in-service activities
t- uevalop a sensitivity for Regular Teachers' problems
ans. - ewpoints:

Provide Regular Teaehers in-service activities to
¢ .velop skills in integrating resource room and regular
classroom activities

____Provide in-service activities for special education
~ supportime staff, Principals, to build human relations
. skills to assist professionals in working together

___Informal conversations with Regular and/or Special
" Education Teachers as communication difficulties arise

____Staff meetings involving Regular and Special Education
~ Teachers focusing on particular handicapped children

Other (specify)

How are the parents 1nvo]ved in the appraisal prccess?
(Check onec or more.)

____Not at ail

____Parental permissio: needed for testing

___As a source of baciground infc:mation

____ARD Committee resu ts reported to them in writing
___ Educational plan rcported to them in writing

Personal consultation with parents after ARD Committee

T decision
o

Other (explain) __
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If you feel that there -s any point or step in the appraisal
. process that is causing an excessive time delay which step

is it most often likely *o be? (If more than one is checked,
rank them in order of frequency. 1=most frequent.)

Screening

Collection of existing data

Test administration

ARD deliberation

Locating appropriate placement

Writing of the educational plan

____Other (specify)

___No delays

5) Administrative.Questionnaire for the Appraisal Specialist
. contains questions on:a) the testing battery, and b) the facilities

available. Sample items are:

Who determines the testing battery? (Check one or more.)

____Director of Special Education

____Director of Appraisél Process

___You, the administrator of tests

___ESC appraisal consul tant

____Community professioral

____Otrer (explain)

* ——

Which of the following best describes your testing battery?
(Check only ore.)

____Each child recoives the same set of tests.

Each child receives the same basic core of tests with
other special tests added if needed.

‘ Each child's test battery is uniquely developed for him.
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Do you ever observe children as a part of the district's

comprehensive pupil appraisal process?

__VYes __No

6) Administrative Questionnaire for the Counselor contains
questions on;a) the appraisal process, b) parent counseling and
c) student counseling. Typical items are:

Select five of the mos’ frequent reasons for your counseling

with parents of handic ed children. (Rank order the

selected reasons: 1=m . frequent.)

___To insure their attendance in school

___To obtain pertinent home background information on pupils

___To obtain parental permission for appraisal of suudents

___To explain results of appraisal

____To secure permission for special placement

To assist parents in understanding child's handicapping
condition(s)

To assist parents in setting up goals for students
____To assist in making referrals to community agencies

To provide suggestions of activities to be carried out
at home

To provi<: assistance in management of the child's
ehavior

Do not couinsel with parents
Select the five methods you employ most frequently with students
to enhance the social status of the handicapped child in the
regular classroom. (Rank order the five selected methods:
1=most frequent.)

Individual counseling with handicapped students

Individual counseling with normal students

Group methods with handicapped children
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____Group methods with normal children

‘ ____Group methods with both normal and handicapped children
___Counseling professional staff
____Parent counseling

Other (explain)

7) Administeative Questionnaire for the Principal contains
questions on;a) building demographic and ethnic statistics, b) numbers
of handicapped children, c) facilities, d) instructional supervision,
e) relationships between professional staff, f) use of resource
room, g) building services, h) instructional materials, i) teacher
aides, j) grading policy, and k) relation with parents and community.
Typical items are:

What is the ethnic/racial pattern of students enrolled in

‘ special education in your building? (Indicate number of
children in each category.)

LLD
EMR MBI ED TMR
Negro —
Indiana —
Oriental

Spanish-surnamed

Caucasian (other than
Spanish-surnamed)

Total number

In your opinion, do handicapped children who start the school
year in a regular classroom experience an increased or
decreased acceptance by their teachers and peers in comparison
to children who are integrated after school starts? (Check
only in each column.)

Teacher- Peer

‘ Definit2 increased acceptance
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Teacher Peor

Probably increased acceptance

No difference

Probably decreased acceptance

Definitely decreased acceptance

How do you provide Special Edication Teachers with assistance
in the implementation of hand‘capped children's educational
plans? (Check one or more)

I do not personally provide such assistance

I work with Special Education Teachers individually,
upon their request

I work with Special Education Teachers individually on
a syccematic basis

I work with groups of Special Education Teachers

I work with all the teachers who see a particular
} handicapped child in group meetings

Other (describe)

8) Administrative Quesiionnaire for the Regular Classroom
Teacher includes items on: a, in-service training, b) relationships
with other profassionals, c) demographic and ethnic information on
the classroom, d) instructio:al techniques, e) instructional
materials, f) involvement in appraisals, g) educational plan,

h) use of resource room, i) crading policy, j) parental involvement,

and k) relationship. between regular and special education teachers.
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Sample items are:

Hive you modified any of the following for the normal children
in your class as a result of having identified handicapped
children in your class? (Check only one column for each item.)

Very
Much Somewhat A little Not at all

Curriculum content

Type of activity
projects

Materials used

Behavior management
techniques

Instructional grouping

Use of audio/visual
materials

Grading of daily
assignments

Report card grading

If you have a handicapped child who needs instructional
materials not available in your classroom, how soon after
a request has been made do you usually receive materials?
(Check only one.)

Immediately (within a week)

One waek later
____2-3 weeks later

4-6 weeks later

6-8 weeks later (two months)

After 3 months

Never receive materials
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Do you think that compe-titive standarcs of success in school,
‘ such as grades, tend to deprive retarded and language disabled
children of a sense of adequacy?

___VYes
____Probably yes
____Probably no
____No

9) Administrative Questionnaire for the Special Education

Teacher includes items on the same content areas as the Regular

Classroom Teacher. Sample items are:
Which of the following best describes the teaching arrangement
in which you are presently emp oyed? {1f you are in two or
more arrangements, indicate whit percent of your time you
spend in each; i.e., if you are a helping teacher in the
morning and a resource teacher in the afternoon, respond with
. 50% helping teacher and 50% resource teacher.)
Completely self-contained special education classroom

_____Essentially self-contained special education classroom,
but some students are integrated into some regular class
activities

___Departmentalized classroor

___Team teaching arrangement

____Resource room teacher

___Diagnostic classroom teacher

____Helping Teacher

____Crisis teacher

___TItinerant teacher

___Homebound teacher

____Community classroon

' Pre-school class

| Other (specify) _
ERIC — -

157




-126-

Who determines the spe ial education resource room schedules
‘ for -children attending both regular and resource room classes?
‘(Check one column for ach person.)

articipated Did hot
. ctively in - Participate Don't
iecisions Consulted in Decisions Know

Special Education Director

Special Education Super-
visor (or consultant

Educational Diagnostician
Special Educ. Counselor
Principal —_— —_— - -
Regular Teacher

Special Education Teacher

‘ Other (describe)

—————— emee———— eeseswses et

10) Administrative Questionnaire for the Special Education

Teacher's Aide contains questions on:a) her instructional arrangement,
b) her training, and c) her assigned activities. Typical items are:
What was included in your training?(Check one or more.)
____General information about child development
____General information about handicapped children
____General informatior about special education programs
___Training in how to discipline (manage) children
___;Iraining in how to handle children with emotional problems
____Training in how to help children isith learning problems
____Training in how to use special curriculum materials
____General training about how to be a teacher's aide

No special training
Q -—
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How much time do you spend on each activity listed below?
(Check one column for ea:h activity.)

Mos t--
a Jot Some Not mych None

Helping individual handicapped
child with school work

Helping individual normal
child with school work

Grading individual handicapped
chiid's work

Grading individual normal
child's work

Working with small groups
of children -

Disciplining handicapped
children who are out of
control

Disciplining normal children
who are out of control

Report Cards
Project PRIME has obtained the completed report card for each

selectdd handicapped and non-handicapped contrast child. The
teachers who completed the rejort cards were unaware until early
June that they would be submi :ting report cards to Project PRIME.
Data from the report cards wi 1 enable Project PRIME to assess the
year-long progress the child | as made in academic subjects and in
social behavior, conduct, wo'k habits, motivation and other personal
and social measures typically included on report cards. It will

also provide evidence on abse: teeism and indicate whether the child

was promoted.

o
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‘ Project PRIME supplied a sample report for districts where
it was against school policy to submit a copy of the actual report
card. A copy of the report (ard is available as supplementary

material to this report.

‘ T 4160
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Data Collection Procedures

The need to assure the external and internal validity of
the instrumentation for Project PRIME required the development
of a decentralized data collection system. Project PRIME was
involved in 650 classrooms in 156 school campuses in 43 school
districts. In order to overcome the geographical size of the
State of Texas, it was necessary to use a system of local
District Project PRIME coordinators and test administrators.

At the October Project PRIME workshop, an outline of the
responsibilities to be assumed by the local district was
discussed with the Directors of Special Education. The local
directors were asked to assi.t in the following areas connected
with Project PRIME.

1. Act as conmunications link between local school
buildings and Austin Project PRIME research staff.

2. Handle public relations problems with local school
personnel and parents.

3. Select and supervise local Project PRIME test
adminictrators and classroom observers.

4. Coordinate the distribution of materials from Austin
Project PRIME research staff to the test administrators.

5. Maintain quality central ove- test administration.

6. Relay problems and cecisions to the Austin Project
PRIME research stafi.

The Directors of Speciai Education agrecd that these responsi-
bilities were critical to the Project's success and that they should

be local school district responsibilities. The local Directors of
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Special Education were asked to designate a person that would serve
as the local coordinator for Project PRIME.

The names of the Project PRIME coordinators, number of Project
PRIME paid personnel, number of unpaid district personnel, and
approximate number of manhours spent on Project PRIME for each
district are given in Appendix XXI. In many districts, the
Director of Special Education ‘- erved as the district Project PRIME
Coordinator; in other district , a consultant or other special
education staff member served «s coordinator; in some districts,
particularly the larger Projec. PRIME districts, a coordinator was
selected and supervised by the Special Education Director, and
paid by Project PRIME. This individualization of local organiza-
tion, although causing some administrative difficulties in Austin,
encouraged each district to use its own staff capabilities as
much as possible to facilitate Project PRIME.

Local manpower needs (i.e., testi zdministrators and observers)
were usually met by employing substitute school teachers from each
school district. The use of substitute teachers had several
advantages. First, these individuals were known by the school
principals, teachers, and children anu ““srefore were minimally
disruptive to the normal ciassroom activities. Second, the
substitute teachers were legally able to cover classrooms if
specific instrumentation necessitat2d the regular class teacher
leaving the room. Third, the use of local personnel overcame the
geographic problems inherent to a state-wide study involving 43

school districts. Fourth, the use of substitute teachers from
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each school district minimized the costs involved in data
collection. Thus, the reauced costs permitted the administration
of a more comprehensive batters of instruments. Finally, the
training and use of local persounnel left the local school districts
with long-term residual t:nefi-s in the form of trained personnel.

The local test administrators were responsible to the local
district Project PRIME Ccordinators, who in turn received in-
structions and support from the state Project PRIME Coordinator and
staff (Figure 4). The organizational structure for the Project
reflects the cooperative tripartite arrangement and responsibilities
of each participant.

Training of Test Administrator: (Fall 1971 Administration)

. Training in the administr:tion of the Metropolitan Achieve-
ment Test was provided by the ’rojec: research staff at a workshop

netd in Austi., Teaas on Oclober & - 5, 1971,

“h~ w: ¥3hop had sevis.. .bjectives, some of which have been
4oLoussed v ather wonte ... he Tive principal objectives wera:
S o, wne goels and objectives of Project PRIMES
2. . dis. < -on of the local school district's responsibiii-

Lies anu v iies:
3. A discuss: - of the >ampie selection procedure;
4. A discussiorn -7 sejestion of tes. dJministrators;
5. A discussion of .chizvement vest procadures and scheduies.

Materials provided for the local distsi.i Directors of Speciai

Education attending the workshop are included ir Appendix XXII.

‘ The portion of the workshop explaining achievement test pro-
o cedures included a description of the rationale for the selection
-
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' of test administrators, a.:d a <et of instructions for scheduling
the testing, for determining which test level should be adminis-
tered to the selected handicapjed and non-handicapped children,
and for selecting the correct cubtests to be administered.

The booklet, Guidelines for Test Administration, was given to

each Director of Special Education along with copies of the four
levels of Metropolitan Achievement Test being used and the Teacher's
Instructions for each level. The Directors of Special Education
raised several issues anc potential problems, including the need
for parent permission anc the possible need to administer the

test individually to certain disturbed or hyperaetive children.
During the discussion, local districis were asked to determine

if parent permission forms wouid be neéded and if so, encouraged

to obtain them. Individual children's needs were also to be

handled individually by the tocal districts in conicultation with

th. >ia%e veoject PRIME Coordinator.
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Administracion of Achievement Tests

1ne Directors of Special Education returned to theair respective
school distiicts and selected and trained local personnel. Local
test aiministrators for the fall achievement testing were selected
according to guidelines given the district directors at the
October workshop. The guidelines were:

1. Testers must be wiliing and abie to travel anywhere within
district or special education cooperative.

2. Testers must have experience in administering achievement
tests.

Testers could be obtained from many possible sources:
1. School Education Diagnosticians
2. School Psychologists
3. Coordinators of Pupil Appraisai
4, Suostitute Teacners
5. Students at locai ~oiieges
b. Educationai Serv'ce Center Consultants.
fach test adminisirator received a pack:t of materials to

assist in tne z-rinistr.tion of the fall achievement tests (Appendi

x

XXIII). The packe: included camples of each relevcnt level of the
Metropolitan Achiev. >nt Test and the correspondini Teacher's

Directions Booklet, uther materials in ne packet were a list of

«w
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children selected for Project PRIME, Project PRIME Guidelines for
Test Administration, a Testing Time Schedule Report Sheet, a
Problem Report Sheet and a Final Check List.

The Metropolitan Achievement Tests were administered in
small-group sessions with all children in the school who received
the same level of the achievement test being tested together.

The educable mentally retarded (EMR) children were adminis-
tered two levels of *he Metropolitan Achievement Tests (Primary I
and Primary II) in the fall and spring in an attempt to control
for the basal and ceiling effects previously found in research
with retarded children. The randomly selected normai contrast
children and other handicapped chiidren (LLD, MBI, and ED) were
administered the level appropriate to their grade level. wuuly
the reading and mathematics subtests were administered. As
suggested by the Metropclitas Test authors, the subtests were
agministered in separat. testing sessions over a four-day period.

Table 7 irdicates the testing schedule suggested.
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Day 1.

Day 2.

’

*tttttttttttSKIpADAytttttttt.

Day 3.

Day 4.

Morning

Afternoon

Morning

Afternoon

Morning

Afternoon

Morning

Afternoon
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TABLE 6
SUGGRSTED TIME SCHEDULE

Prim. 1
Elem.
Inter.
Prim. I
Elem.

Inter.
Prim. 1
Elem.

Inter.
Elem.

Inter.
Prim. I1

Prim. II
Prim. II

Prim. II

Tests 1, 2
Tests 1, 2
Tests 1, 2
Test 3
Test S

Test §
Test 4
Test 6

Test 6
Test‘ 7

Test 7
Tests 1, 2

Test 3

Tests 5, 6
Test 7

168

Est. Time
Est. Time
Est. Time
Est. Time
Est. Time

Est. Time
Est. Time
Est. Time

Est. Time
Est. Time

X % kR

Est. Time
Est. Time

Est. Time

Est. Time

Est. Time

30 Minutes
40 Minutes
40 Minutces
30 Minutes
35 Minutes

35 Minutes
30 Minutes
25 Minutcs

25 Minutes
30 Minutes

25 Minutes
33 Minutes

30 Minutes

78 Minutes

25 Minutes
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Training of Test Administrators (January 1972 Administration)

A second Project PRIME workshop was held on December 14-15,
1971 in Austin, Texas, for the local district Directors of Special
Education. The objectives for the second workshop were a) discussion
of the attitudinal and social adjustment instruments, b) instructions
concerning general administration of these instruments, c) discussion
of concerns centered on testing minority group children, d) discussion
about the activities necessary to buiid a master file for all students
and teachers involved in Project PRIME, and e) the introduction of
classroom observation systems. See Appendix XXIV for the agenda
and specific materials. During the workshop, the Project PRIME
instruments to be administered in January were presented, the pro-
cess of instrument deveiopment was outlined, and the rationale be-
hind each instrument was discussed. Comments and questions from the
Directors of Special Education were aired and tentative answers
provided.

One entire session was spent in a panel discussion of the
problems to be znticipated when testing minority group children.
The panel of profes.ional education consultants representing black
and Mexican-American ..inority groups consisted of:

Ms. Magnolia Baker, . cnsultant for Specral Education and

Counseling, Department of Counseling, Texas Education Agency,

Austin, Texas

Ms. Isaurra Barrera, Chief Consultant, Special Education
Division, Education Service Center, Region XX, San Antonio, Texas
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Ms. Alba Luna, Instructional Consultant, Special Education

Division, Education Service Center, Region XX, San Antonio, Texas

Ms. Jo Ann Paul, Chief vonsultant in Early Childhood Special

Education, Department of Special Education, Texas Education

Agency, Austin, Texas

The panel discussed specific items and general areas of sensi-
tivity, the appropriate way to use the Spanish translations of the
irstruments, and the need for sensitive and responsive test adminis-
trators. Every effort was made during the discussion to make local
directors conscious of the need to be aware of variations in cultures.
Directors were asked to select test administrators who would be
sensitive to individual children's reactions and who would not
pressure, antagonize, or humiliate any child for the purpose of

obtaining Project PRIME cata.

Administration of Socionetric and Attitudinal Instruments

The local district Uirectors of Special Education were requested
to select and train test administrators for the January 1972 test
admi~istration. Test administrators selected for January included
test administrators from the fali achievement testing, substitute
teachers, and to-cher's aides who were later trained as observers,
and university students involved in courses in Educational Psychology
or Tests and Measureients. The tesi administrators were selected,
trained and supervised by the local Project PRIME coordinators.

They were paid by Project PRIME, nhowever, not the district. Each
test administrator received a packet of materials to assist in the
administration of the sociometric and attitudinal instruments

(See Appendix XXV).
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In addition to the material needed for testing, tnhe Directors
of Special Education were also provided with material to be used
in public relations activities with parents and school district
personnel--teachers and principals (Appendix XXVI). This material
consisted of an Overview of Project PRIME and letters of support
from Dr. J. w: Edgar, Commissioner of Education, and Dr. Robert
Montgomery, Assistant Commissioner of Special Education and
Special Schools. The Project PRIME research staff and TEA consultants
were also available to address interested or concerned groups about
Project PRIME if the school district requested. Some of the
instruments and certain individual items were threatening to
teachers. Teachers were reassared that the data collected by the
Project would not be used by the school district to evaluate their
teaching.

The test administration procedur2s for the sociometric and
attitudinal instruments were d2signed to ease the cognitive burden
on the child and to avoid response bias and fatigue. All instruments
were read aloud to the children; thus, no child was required to have
a facility with reading. A1l instruments were designed to minimize

the amount of writing requived from the child. The child either

filled in faces or wrote the words “yez" or "no." The response of

writing "yes" or "no" was used to avoid perseverance and response
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position effects, sometimes found with machine-scoreable answer
sheets. Spanish translations were available for Mexican-American
children.

Table 7 1ists all the children's instruments which were
administered in January 1972, and tells how many items were included
in each instrument, how many parts each questionnaire was broken
into, and the time for a“ministering the questionnaire. It was
recommended that the questionnaires be broken into units so that
a child never had to answer more than 35 questions of the same
tspe in a row. A single testing session was held to around an
hour for group or classroom testing and half an hour for individual
testing.

A selected classroom received three instruments (Guess Who,

How I Feel Tuward Others, and Your School Days) given in two

sessions. The first session consisted of Guess Who and items 1 -

30 from Your School Dav.,. Wnen a test was broken into separate

adnirstration, the instructions were reviewed before administering
the second and remaining parts.

Three of the children's instruments were administered to the
selected children ir small groups. Each testing session lasted

about one hour. Sinc: About You and Your Friends was a long instrument,

it was divided into four parts, two parts being given at each setting.

To prevent boredom, nalf of How Do You Fee! was given between two

parts of About You and Your Friends at eacn sitting. This procedure

is outlined below:
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Session I: About You and Your Friends--items 1 - 25

‘ How Do You Feel --items 1 - 20
About You and Your Friends--items 26 - 5C
Session [I: About You and Your Friends--items 51 - 75
How Do You Feel --items 21 - 41
About You and Your Friends--items 76 - 96

Let's Pretend was given to each selected child individually.

The individual testing session took about one-half hour.

A sample schedule for testing in a school which had fiffeen
selected children (both handicappad and non-handicapped) in five
different classes is given in Table 8. It illustrates how a mayimxm
amount of testing can be accomplished in a single week., Of course,

‘ different schedules may have been more appropriate in other situ-

ations.
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TABLE 8

SAMPLE TESTING SCHEDULE

AM.. Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day 4

1st hr. Class #1(1) Class #1(2) Class #4(1) Class #4(2)

2nd hr. Class #2(1)  Class #2(2)  Class #5(1)  Class #5(2)

3rd hr. S.C. #1 S.C. #5 S.C, #9 S.C, #13

P.M,

1st hr. Class #3(1) Class #3(2) Group (1)S.C., Group (2)S,C

2nd hr. S.C. #3 S.C. #7 S.C, #11 S.C. #15
s.c. #4 s.C. #8 s.c, #12 S.C. Makeup

Additional makeup tests and individual administiation of Guess Who
or How I Feel Toward Others to non~-readers should be done by May 5.

KEY:

Class #1 (1) refers to selected classroom #1, session #1 during

which Guess Who and Your School Days, Part 1 were given.,

Class #1 (2) refers to selected classroom #1, session #2 during

whick How T Feel Toward Others and Your School Days, Part 2 were

given,

S.C. #1 refers tc selected chi..d #1 individual testing session

for Let's Pretend.

Group (1) s.¢c. refers to small gr.up s..cion for selected children

during which How Do You Feel, Fart 1 and About You and Your Friends,

Parts 1 and 2 were given,

Group (2) S.C. refers to small group session for selected children

during which How Do You Feel, Part 2 and About You and Your Friends,

————— gyncs  Gmmmstm—~

Parts 3 and 4 were given.
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Administration of Instruments, Spring 1972

The spring 1972 administration of the Metropolitan Achievement
Tests was conducted using the same procedures that were employed in
the fall of 1971. The Project PRIME staff provided a list of
children to be tested and the level(s) of test to be given to each
child. Based on problems reported during the fall testing, EMP
children who could not cope with the Primary II level of the
Metropolitan were exempted from the Primary II level of the test.
Materials provided for the spring achievement testing are in-
cluded in Appendix XXVII.

Two of the children's instruments were administered in the

spring, the Children's Questionnaire and How Do You Feel--Part II.

The Teacher's Attitude and Classroom Climate, and the two question-

naires on the child's demographic and educational background, the

Selected Children's Background and the Selected Children's Education

Expe: ience Questionnaire were also completed. Teachers were asked

to submit a copy of each selected child's report card at the end
of the school year. The administrative questionnaires were also
completed at this time.

Appendix XXVIII contains the supporting materials for the
spring questionnaire administration.

The time demands on the teachers and administrative staff to

complete all the questionnaires during the spring required that
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Project PRIME provide payment for the instruments completed.
Information on the payment rates and forms used are included
in Appendix XXXIX. Figure 5 depicts the time at which each
instrument was administered.

Summary of Project PRIME Test Administrators

Biographical information on all Project PRIME test adminis-
trators was collected and is summarized in Table 9. The personnel
who administered the fall and spring MAT's were generally older,
better educated, and had more teaching experience than did the
winter questionnaire administrators. This was due to the stipula-
tion that, whenever possible, achievement test administrators
shoulq have had experience in administering achievement tests. The
emphasis for the selection of testers for administering the winter
questionnaires had shifted from a preference for experience in
testing to a preference for testers who would be able to develop
a rapport with the children in the testing situation. Particularly
d.sing the winter testing, Project PRIME wished to employ test
adm-nistrators who were bilingual in the districts with a large
proportion of Hexican-American children. Evi-ence of the success
in obtaining bilingual test wdministrators is evidenced in the fact
that almost 30% of the winter test administrators were Mexican-
Americans.

Throughout the year, thc¢ experience level of the personnel used
by local districts for implenenting PRIME's test administration was
remarkably high. About threc-fourths of the test administrators

had had some experience teaciiing, and abbut 40% had had more than
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three years. Only a little over 10% of the test administrators
had had no college training while almost three-fourths had
graduated from college and more than half had had at least one
course in testing.

Information about the te;ting situation for the spring MAT's
is summarized in Taphle 10. Similar information from the fall MAT
test administration is not available, but comparable data from
the spring questionnaires administration will be analyzed later.
Informal reports from test administrators ihdicate that the test-
ing situation was fairly consistent throughout the year. Testing
was usually done in the same room each time, regardiess of its
suitability, because it was the only space available. Even so, only
8% of the children were given the spring MAT in a very small room
and almost half of them were tested individually. The MAT's were
supposed to be administered in small groups, and 95% of the children
were tested in groups of 10 or less. Distractions during testing

did occur, but in less than half of the testing situations. Dis-

thfct\ons k?f only serious in about §% of the testing 3ess1ons

D1(§ract1on» rom 1ns1de the testing s12uat1on were pr1&§r11v creat 1

by t?e ch11dren themselves In less than 20% of éh‘ sesy;

g

these distractions at all serious.

»
A

L
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Classroom Observation System

Overview

Historically, studies concerned with the educational process
have been limited to the descr:ption of, or experimentation
with, antecedents and/or consequences of classroom activities.
Large-scale evaluations have rarely employed measures concerned
with direct observation of classroom interactions. When they have
been included, classroom behavior has traditicnally been measured
by employing high-inference rating scales as the measurement
procedure. Medley and Mitzel (1959) reviewed studies of super-
visory ratings of teacher effectiveness and their relationship to
pupil gain. Generally, the findings consistently revealed a lTow

‘ correlation between supervisory ratings and pupil performance. At

present{ there is no singularly accepted theory or methodology for
the measurement of classroom behavior.

Medley and Mitzel (1963) suggest that there are "two phases in

+--the process of measuring classroom behavior: (1) securing a record ...,

‘uf a sample of the behaviors to be measured, and (2) quantification
of the record (p. 298)." Rosenshine (1971), after reviewing the
extant research on teacher behavior, appears to have reinterpreted
the Medley and Mitzel dichotomy in nis discussign of new directions
for classroom behavior studies. He views the ;3% phases in terms

of (1) selection of variables and (2) coding procedures.
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Rosenshine's concerns (1971) and suggestions for a “"second
generation" of teacher behavior studies were carefully considered
in designing Project PRIME. The dilemma of variable selection
has been succinctly stated by Giass (1969).

Evaluators are advised to heed a vast assortment of data.

They are warned that anything that feeds into a program

(antecedents), happens during it (transactions), and

results from it (outcomes) may prove to be critical to

the success of the program. They are also told that it

is vital to consider not only what happened (observations),

but what should have happended (intents). (p. 30)

Thus, a wide variety of variables must be studied in order to gain
an adequate overview of the educational process.

The determinaticn of the level of specificity of variables to
be studied can also be considered in terms of high inference and
‘ low inference measures. The relative advantages of high versus

low inference measures appear equivocal. Thus, both types of
measures were employed in this project.
The quaniification of behaviors (i.e., coding procedures) is

also directly related to the level of specificity of variables

included it dy. There are two principle ways for quantifying
observationgfaﬁafa. The first approach requires the restriction of
observations to one, or no more than a few aspects of classrbom
behavior, determination of a methcd fo. segmenting of behaviors,

and the definition of a limited number of mutually exclusive categories.

Each segment of behavior is classifiec and recorded into one and only
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one of the defined categories. The record of classroom behavior
obtained in this manner indicates frequency of occurrence for

each behavioral category as well as, in some instances, providing
information related to the sequencing or chaining of behavioral
categories. A coding approach of this type is referred to as a
category system. The second approach to quantifying classroom
behaviors is a procedure in which a targe number of possible
behaviors are listed, a coder observes for a standard period of
time, and tallies each item of behavior that occurs. This procedure
typically is not concerned with capturing frequency or sequence of
classroom behaviors but rather with the identification and recording
of a more extensive system of behaviors, usually reflecting finer
differentiations in the nature of the behavior observed. An approach
of this type is referred to as a sign system. Thus, the decision

to use a categorical or sign system asa procedure for quantifying
class.oom L.ehavior will effect the level of specificity cf behaviors
inciuded in & study.

P%?jec‘ PRIME emidyed catigorical 4s wegl as sign sxstemc for
recording c%assroom behavior. In additich, o %F@rvers studgfts ani }
teachers combleted high inforence rating t;calesz Informat15n \ ‘
related to va’1ab1es under study was cuilected from observatvo s
tas well as frm self-reports and ratings, ih an attempt to deteriine \\

) [}
‘the most econ( nical, reliable an@ valid data collecticn procedu. ¢s.

PRI
W it
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The specific purpose for observing classroom behavior was to
determine the“relevant dimensions of effective teaching as related
to pupil growth. A second objective was the description of a
week of school activities based on inputs such as pupil behavior,
teacher behavior management techniques, cognitive demand levels
in the class, pupil participation, and quality of classroom climate.
Additional descriptive information was collected concerning class-
room physical environment, personnel in class, classroom displays,
academic activities, teacher tasks, pupil tasks, structure for
classroom activities, and seating arrangements.

This section of the report initially describes the classroom
observation systems developed, refined, and/or modified for use
in Project PRIME. Following this is a description of the training
procedures aimed at obtaining a reliable record of observed behaviors.
Finatly, the observation schedu!ing procedure which maximized the

1ikelihood of obtaining a representative sample of classroom

behavior is degcriped. I . £y .

J 1 ; . { 3 ] f.
In 1,ana¢ afor Managemer?; System (I tBM) The IBMS, (F‘nk*‘

\
s a category system which reflects che'dyad1c§
i

L]

5
2

H

upd T behavior and eacher management procedud%s

-

=3

and S=mme1, 195
relatjonship o
The s./stem cont§§re§ nine possibie pbp1l behavioral categories dnd
13 po.sible teachbr contro!? categor1es The IBMS, which employs a
ten-sacond time sample procedure, records wh~ther a child is on-task

or off-task and identifies the nature of off-task behavior.

185




“
?
b
{

o pretnp o P

-ty

-147-

Simultaneously, data is recorded which relates whether the teacher
is on-task or is engaged in a specific control behavior. (See
Appendix XXX)

Individual Cognitive Demand Schedule (ICDS). The ICDS (Lynch

and Ames, 1971) is a category system developed to reflect the
Tevels and patterns of cognitive demand in the classroom. The
system contains 13 categories representing a continuum of Tow to
high level cognitive demand. The teacher's cognitive demand, the
pupil's response, and the teacher's feedback comprise a triad
which is recorded in real time. The coding procedures employed in
the ICDS provide a record or: (1) level of cognitive demands,

(2) frequency of various levels, (3) congruency of cognitive levels
between teacher demand and pupil response, and (4) sequencing of
cognitive demands of different levels. (See Appendix XXX)

Indiana Pupil Participation Schedule (IPPS). The IPPS (Myers

an¢ Semmel, 1971) is a low inference observation coding system
constructed to record the frequency of pupil participation in
ciassroom activities. The nature and number of participatory "
interchanges between teacher and pupils is recorded in real time.
(See Anpeﬁdix XXX)

Florida Climate and Controi Schedule (TLACCS). The FLACCS

(Soar, Soar and Ragosta, 1971) is a modification of the South
Carolina Observation Record (Soar, 1966), wirich drew heavily on the

Hostility-Affection Schedule (Fowler, 1962) and the earlier versions
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of the Observation Schedule and Record (Medley and Mitzel, 1958).
The system is comprised of 74 items made up of teacher control
behaviors and pupil responses plus 79 verbal and nonverbal positive
and negative classroom affective behaviors. Classroom control is
conceptualized broadly, reflecting the structure of the classroom
as well as teacher control procedures and pupil responses to these
behavior marnagement techniques. Classroom climate is posited as
an expression of verbal and nonverbal positive and negative affect
by teachers and pupils. The system represents a ~ign procedure
(two minute segments of behavior are recorded) for quantifying
classroom behaviors (See Appendix XXX).

Training Packages

The large number of observers needed (n=528), the wide geographic
distribution of the school districts scattered across approximately
267,339 square miles, and the number of classrcom observation
systems employed (n=4) necessitated the development of muyltimedia
sel£-instructional “raining packages. 1in order to develop the
training packages for each observation system, special Project PRIME
units were created at the Center for Innovation in Teaching the
Handicapped (CITH) at Indiana University and at the Institute for
Development of Human Resources (IDHR) at the University of Florida.
The special Project PRIME units were under the direction of
Melvyn I. Semmel and fcbert 5. Soar respectively. The special
Project PRIME unit created at CITH, in addition to its development

activities, had primary responsibility for overall coordination
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of classroom observer training. (See Appendix XXXI for
oréanizational outline of these units)

In addition to the training packages, it was necessapy to
design machine-scoreable coding bookiets for eich observation
system. The authors cf the classroom observation systems and
the staff of the special project PRIME units cooperated to
devise an optimal design for the machine-scoreable coding book-
lets. Several field-test ventures preceded the decision on the
final booklet format. Finally, representatives from CITH,

IDHR and Dr. Martin Kaufman, Project Director, met with National
Computer Systems in Minneapolis concerning preparation of coding
booklet - ck-ups subsequent to production and ultimate data
reduction for each observation system.

Included in each observation coding bookiet, and common to all
systems, was a sign system designed to provide descriptive informa-
tion related to the physical context and academic content setting
in which each observation system was being used. The descriptive
information in this status data included class size, type of class,
ciassroom physical environment, personnel in class, and displays
in classroom. This information was recorded each time the observer
entéred a classroom. Information related to academic activity,
pupil-teacher-observer position 1n class, pupil seating arrangement,
structure for classroom activities, teacher task and pupil task
‘as recorded every four minutes on t'e IBMZ cnd ICDS and every ten

minutes on the IPPS and FLACC. Finally, every 40 minutes on the
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1cDS and IBMS, every 50 minutes on the FLACCS and IPPS, or
whenever the coder left a classroom, tne coder conpleted a
high inference rating scale evaluating teacher performance.

The Classroom Data Instryction Manual (CDIM) (Semiel, M. I. &

Hasselbring, T., 1971) was developed to provide instructions
on coding the physical context and academic content data. The
manual explains coding ground rules, defines terminology and
provides examples of coding different classroom situations.
(The CDIM is available as a supplement to this report.)

Having identified and defined the behavioral categories
to be included in the project, an assessment of observer
competencies necessary for reliable coding was undertaken. The
following competencies were deemed necessary for reliable coding.
An observer needed to be able to:

a. identify the category to which a relevant behavior

belonged;

h. make fine discriminations between neighboring categories;

c. code instantaneously while the bephavior is occurring, or,

as in FLACCS. scan, and identify behaviors to be tallied

VUV Y

¢ i '-. .
ani behavior in the c]gésroom;

post hGes .

P 2 14

-
< et

d. disregard irrele

;.
e. handle the recordini device (e.g., coding booklet)

. g

efficiently; and
§. code with confidence in the absence of auy feedback

about the accuracy of the :oding.
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Based upon this assessment of competency, development of the
components for each observation system training package was
initiated.

Each training package included a programmed instruction
manual, video tapes, audio tapes and a training workbook which
accompanied the audio-visual materials. In addition, the CITF
kits contained a self-instructional role-play unit consisting
of an audio tape and four sets of role-playing cards which
simulated a classroom setting. The training manuals are avail-
able as supplementary materials to this report.

Written Training Materials. The training manuals introduce

the student to each category in the coding system through a
series of examples, negative instances and discrimination
questions. The print medium was chosen because it afforded
the student an opportunity to study examples at his own pace.
After each new category was introduced, it was compared to
earlier ones. Frequent test frames were included to help
guarantee mastery of the categories.

The hard copy components of the observer training packages
consisted of two volumes. The first volume for each observa-
tional system provided the learner with an overview of the
specific system as well as the definitions and explanations of
each category within the system. The IBMS, ICDS, and IPPS
material was developed in a formal programmed instructional
format. The second volume for each of the four systems pro-

vided the observer with a workbook which was seqdénced to the
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audio and video practice tapes. The written training material
was accompanied by the actual riachine-scoreable answer booklets
for use during the workshop se:sions.

Audiovisual Training Mate:-ials. The IDHR staff chose

appropriate examples from an extant 1ibrary of videotapes made
in actual classroom settings. This procedure provided the
trainers with a broad experiential base of different classroom
settings'(i.e., open, unstructured, situations as well as
regular classroom situations) prior to actual classroom coding.

Based upon the assumption that taping conditions are
extremely poor in most classrooms, the CITH staff of instructional
developers decided to employ ar open-ended role-playing procedure
for the production of audio anc video tapes. This procedure per-
mitted an economical and efficient manner for obtaining a
sufficient numbei- of examples for ali categories in each system.
(See Appendix YXXII for a summary of the contents of each
training package.)

In the CITH video training tapes, small groups of elementary -
school-age children were utilized in simulated classroom environ-
ments. Different graduate students played the teacher role and
were asked to demonstrate a spacific teaching or control behavior
that was to be emphasized in a given segment. Similarly, certain
pupils were prompted to elicit specific types of behaviors. The
remaining children were told to pretend that they were in a

regular classroom and to perform normally.
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For all the systems, a constant developmental testing program
provided feedback to members of the production teams, as the
development of both the written and audiovisual components of the
program progressed. In the earlier stages, evaluation proceeded
on a chapter-by-chapter and segment-by-segment schedule, with
constant revision for improvement of materials. Later, as groups
of subjects tested the integrated packages, their feedback served
as the basis for further strengthening of the programs (Appendix
XXXIII.) Following the produciion of the audiovisual components,
each segment was coded at least twice by three expert coders.
Through the use of this technique, a number of timed segments
were produced for purposes of coding practice during the training
of classroom observers. In addition, a set of tapes of classroom
sequences was designated and utilized as the criterion tests for
each observation system.

The practice exercises involving these protocols were
structured to successively approximate actual classroom events.
Coding booklets were introduced from the very beginning to provide
maximum practice. Trainees began by watching (or listening to)
small isolated segments of classroom behavior, recording them
in coding booklets, and getting immediate feedback from the
training bouklets. The exercises grodually became longer in
duration, were mixed with more irrelevant behavior, requ‘red finer

discriminations, and presented behaviors in faster succession.
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Feedback was delayed and later completely withdrawn. At this
stage, trainees were asked to compare their coding with one
another and arrive at a consensus.

Bult into the training packages were small group activities
and classroom coding experiences. Classroom coding practice was
kept close to actual observation procedures, with one major
exception; trainees paired up to code the same period, thus
enabling them to compare notes and reconcile their differences.

Finally all trainees were required to code the same criterion
tape or segment twice, in order to gain an assessment of intra-
coder agreement and coder agreement with criterion codings. On
the basis of this assessment, a decision was made as to whether
a coder was adequately trained or needed further training.

Pretests of Coder Ability

0f major concern to those who were working with the training
packages was a measure for prediction of coder ability. Con-
sequently, concurrent with prcduction of the training packages,

two pretests were developed ai CITH. The IBMS Pretest of Coder

Ability (Frick, 1971) allowed ten minutes for reading descriptions
of and memorizing ten categories. Subjects were then tested for
recall of names and abbreviations of the categories, then asked
to code a short transcript of classroum behavior.

The second test was a measure of Puditory Acuity (D. Semmel,
1971). While subjects listened to an audic tape,'they were
asked to tally all werds that belonged in the classifications

of: (a) georgraphic place names, (b) animals, (c) bodies of water,

or (d) numbers. Directions were given on the tape, instructing
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the listeners to code two, three-minutes segments on the shecia]
. tally sheets provided.

One of these pretests was administered to each of the trainees
in the Texas workshops; analysis of this data is currently in
progress. If either of the pretests predict coding abilities,
they could be used as screening devises fer trainee-observer
selection.

Training Workshops at CITH and IDHR

The core of the Texas Training Team (TTT), which conducted
workshops in 17 Educational Regional Service Centers throughout
the state, consisted of 19 University of Texas graduate students.
These students were selected as a result of interviews held at

. the University which assessed their potential as coders and as
trainers, the understanding of an jnterest in the project, and
their flexibility in handling new situations.

411 of the students attended a five-day intensive workshop
which was held January 9-14, 1972, Seven learned ICDS and six
learned IBMS II at CITH. The remaining students attended a
workshop for FLACC3 at the University of Florida. Since all
nineteen also learned IPPS, a CITH trainer went to Florida
to instruct those students in that system (See Appendix XXXIV).

On the first day of the workshop, trainees were introduced

to the Classroom Data Instruction Manua! and to the coding book-

lets. They then completed the written and video protions of the
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IPPS Training program. In the late afternoon, trainees spent an

hour and a half in situ, coding actual classroom participating
behavior. Afterward, students gained further experience by coding
additional videotape of classroom simulations of pupil participation.

Students began learning their second system the next day.

The material in the written program was interspersed with audio-
visual segments illustrating each of the categories. Throughout
the workshop, criterion tests were given, followed by feedback
and discussion. Students coded in the schools both Thursday
afternoon and Friday morning (see Appendix XXXV). (This same
training schedule was later followed when training the local
Texas observers.)

In the Texas Training Team Workshop, students not only learned
the observation systems, but received intensive training in the
organization of workshops, group dynamics, methods of individual-
izing instruction, use of materials and equipment, and collection
of data. Each trainee also received detailed instructions on
phases of data collection frcm the workshops themseives: {a) how
to gather and transmit coder reliability data from criteria tests,
using specially designed data collection forms, and (b) how to
instruct coders tv collect and forward data (see Appendix XXXV).
At the end of the workshop, each member of the team was given a
training kit containing all the materials necessary for conducting

a workshop on the IPPS and either the ICDS, IBMS or FLACCS.
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Observation Workshops in Texas

From January 17 to February 3, 1972, the Texas Training Team,
augmented by eight trainers from CITH, held observation workshops
at 17 Educational Regional Service Centers throughout Texas. The
number of observer trainees at each regional site varied from 2 to
24. Overall, 528 observers were trained to reliability during the
three week period. Trainers rotated weekly, so that each of the
three major systems were taught at each Center. In addition, all
trainers provided instruction on the IPPS. A "hot-1ine" was
established which provided continuing direct assistance in the
field to the Texas Training Team. In addition, following the
first week of workshops, January 22 and 23, 1972, all trainers "~
gathered at Brownsville, Texas for discussion of problems and
concerns related to training and workshop procedures. Present
for the meetings were Dr. Semmel, Dr. Soar and Dr. Kaufman.

A meeting was held with the directors of the Educational
Regional Service Centers in Texas to work out problems concern-
ing facilities and equipment for the training sessions. This
was followed by frequent communications with centers what were
having difficxity adopting or procuring equipment. (See Appendix
XXXVI for the materials and communications with the Educational
Pegional Service Centers necessary for conducting the workshops.)
While tae Texas workshops were in progress, the Austin Project
PRIME staff performed a number of functions. including completion
of observation schedules and supplying materials to individuel

school districts.
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Quality Control

The procedure for maintaining quality control checks on the
528 observer trainezes attendinc the workshopétwas developed at
CITH. Following criterion test administration on each Monday and
Thursday, data was transmitted by telephone utilizing telecopiers
through the Washington office to CITH in Bloomington, Indiana.
Reliability data with individu: 1 comments on the strengths and
weaknesses of each trainee was then transmitted back to trainers
in Texas. Trainers received ‘.ne information on criterion test-
ing within 12 hours of test administration, enabling them to
analyze objectively the progress of their trainees and thus pro-.
vide appropriate guidance for those with specific problem areas.

Observer reliability in this report refers to:(a) the extent
to which an observer's coding agrees with criterion coding of
experts using the same observation system when observing the
same classroom events (criterion-related reliability), and (b)
the extent to which an observer's coding is consistent with his
previous coding of tiie same classroom events (intra-coder reliability),

Assessment of Observer Reliability. Two reliability checks

" were made on the local Texas observers. The first was conducted
during the week of the intensive training workshops to decide if
the observers knew their systems well enoucsh to code in the class-

rooms.
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For computing reliability during the training workshops a
statistical procedure was employed which calculated percent

agreement as well as a modified version of Scott's coefficient

(1955). This procedure provided the basis for rank ordering of

trainees from each region. This was done for both intra-coder

agreement and coder agreement with a set of criterion scores for
each observation system.

At the end of each week, a recommended iist of coders to
be dropped was sent to the Texas Project PRIME office (See
Appendix XXXVII). This informiation was then transmitted to thel
local school districts (Distri:t PRIME Coordinators) for appropriate
action. Roughly 15% of the ob.ervers on each observation system
were recommended to be dropped from the Project on the basis of
their initially low reliability scores.

Although Scott's coefficient has often been criticized in
the literature, due to time pressure and problems of programming
more robust coder reliability measures, it was decided that
Scott's coefficient would provide the most easily comprehensible
and manageabie feedback to trainers and trainees. More rigorous
and robust statistical measures of observer reliability (or
agreement) are now in prograss. Estimates of reliability (or
stability) of teachers, pupils and situaticns (Medley & Norton,
1971; McGaw, Wardrop& Bunda, 1972) will be determined when the

actual raw data is analyzed.
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Maintenance Check. Following completion of classroom coding,
a second observer reliapility check was implemented in order to
determine the degree to which observers maintained their coding
skills. The primary question posed here was "to what extent did
observer coding skills deteriorate or improve as a result of
coding experience in the classroom?" In order to answer this
question, a multifaceted observer reliability maintenance check
was instituted in all 18 regions throughout Texas. During the
week of May 8-12, 1972, and part of the following week, an attempt
was made to contact and assess each observer's reliability who
actually coded in classrooms, in one Or more of the following
ways: (1) workshop, (2) telephone interview, (3) completion of
written scripts, or (4) the coding of television programs.

Workshop Reliability Maintenance Check. Observers for each

classroom observation system were randomly selected from the
twelve largest regions in the state to attend a three-hour work-
shop (See Table 11)}. The 12 regions emcompassed 92% of all ob-
servers in the study. Approximately two-thirds of the observers
(n=319) from the 12 regions were randomly selected,of which 54%
(n-171) attended the workshops. Thus, about one-third of all
observers in the study attended the maintenance reliability work-
shops. Attrition was due to factors such as coders having obtained
other employment, inclement weather (flooding and tornadoes),
i1liness, moving, and extended distances (greater than 100 miles)
from workshops. The representativeness of this sample is currently

being estimated.
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‘ TABIE 11

Fopulation and Sample by Observation System
for the Regional Workshops

System Observer Population Selected Sample
(N for 12 regions) (n)
IBMS 161 108
ICDS 159 102
FLACCS 159 109
IPPS/Total 179 | 319
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CITH personnel conducted three workshops in three different
regions during the week of May 8-12, 1972. Each workshop con-
sisted of three three-hour sessions, one session for observers
from each major classroom observation system: IBMS, ICDS and
FLACCS (See Appendix XXXVIII), At each session the observers
coded video tapes of simulated classroom activities containing
examples of behavioral categories from the IPPS and their major
observation system. In addition, feedback r~'ated to concerns and
problems encountered during their field experiences was obtained
from observers.

Considerations in the preparation of materials related to
the content and conduct of the observer workshops were numerous.
The mosf rigorous procedure for detemmining observer reliability
would be to have all coders of a specific system in a given class-
room coding the same events accompanied by "expert" coders who
had previously demonstrated a high degree of reliability. In
additdion to the logistical and economic feasibility of such a
procedure, it is unlikely that a sufficient sample of each be-
havioral category could be observed in a reasonable time frame.
Further, intra-coder reliability could not be determined since
live observations do not permit coding the same events twice. A
second alternative for determining the maincenance of reliability
by the observers would be to video-tape actual elementary classroom
activities. However, this procedure lacks eccnomy in Chat
extensive sampling would be necessary to obtain adequate repre-

sentation of each behavioral category for each classroom observa-

201



-162-

tion system. Additionally, the video and audio quality
obtained from 1ive classroom settirgs is relatively poor for
purposes of the fine visual and auditory discrininations
necessary for reliable coding.

Considering the logistical, economic, and quality-control
problems, as well as the limitations described ubove, the decision
was made to develop videotapes of simulated classroom activities.

The utilization of videotapes emp]oyiﬁg simulated classroom

activities permitted the repetitive osresentation of simulated

classroom activity necessary for estiblishing intra-coder reliability,

the production of high quality video and audio tape, and an
efficient means for obtaining adequate examples of each behavioral
category for each classroom observation system.

During the month of April, two 50-minute videotapes of
classroom simulations were produced at the Teacher Education
Laboratory (TEL) at CITH. One tape was developed for IBMS-II and
FLACZS. 2nd another for ICDS and IPPS. Each tape contained a
number of short isolated examples, as well as several four-minute
segments of simulated regular classroom lessons. The purpose of
the short isolated examples was to check on how well the observers
knew each behavioral category (crjterion-re]ated reliability).
Each category occurred approximately o equal number of times
throughout the short examples. The order of examplec was randomly

determined.
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The feur-minute segments of regular classroom lessons were
developed to check on the observer's ability to continuously
code under the same conditions as he did in the classroom. These
four-minute segmentﬁ were designed to be coded once straight
through, and then coded continuously a second time for purposes
of assessing intra-coder reliability and criterion-related reliabi-
Tity.

The total time for coding both IPPS and a major observation
system (IBMS, ICDS, and FLACCS) as well as coding parts of each
tape twice was approximately two and a half hours.

Once produced, these video tapes were developmentally tested,
with a coding team of experts from CITH on each observation system.
Also included in these testing groups were several other CITH person-
nel who had received training in January under circumstances similar
to those of the Texas observers. Based upon this formative develop-
ment evaluation, several additional video segments :i/er> developed.
The consensus of the observers from CITH was that the simulated
classroom tapes were slightly more difficult to code than live
classrooms, but that the video and sound quality was excellent.

Telephone Reliability Maintenance Check. Those observers

not selected to zttend the workshops (~=316) were contacted by
telephore during the same week. The telenhone check included cod-
ing an audiotape (played over the phone) containing examples of
the IPPS and their major classroom observation systems (either
IBMS or ICDS). FLACCS observers who did not attend the workshops

were not included in the telephone check. The exclusion of FLACCS
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observers from the check was due to the large amount of non-

verbal behavioral categories in:luded within that system.

In addition, a small sample (n=24) of observers who attended the
workshops also participated in the telephone check. These latter
observers were asked to code both audio and video tapes in order
that a correlation between observer reliabilities on the two types
of maintenance checks could be determined. If concurrent validity
between the audio and video checks could be demonstrated, %hen more
frequent and far less expensive audio checks would be used to
assess reiiability.

Three audio tapes, five minutes in length, each tape,con-
taining an equal number of examples of behavioral categories for
each observation system, were produced and utilized for the tele-
phone maintenance reliability check. The number of different
persons interacting on each audio tape was kept to a minimum.

In addition, whenever possible, both male and female voic . were
employed to facilitate the coders task of discriminating between
haracters on the audio tape. The content of the tapes was highly
structured written scripts which were recorded as they were read.
For greater detail related tc content of the audio tapes, the
reader should refer to Appendix XXXIJ

Letters and classroom cbservation coding booklets were sent
from CITH to the telephone reliability maintenance sample (n=116)
of observers in Texas. The letter explained that the coder would
be contacted by telephone, why they were beinc called, and what

procedute they were expected to follow (See Appendix XXXIX). Three

University of Texas students conducted the telephone reliability
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maintenance check. The checking procedure involved contacting
the observers by phone and having them listen tc two audio tapes,
1PPS and examples of either ICDS or IBMS behavioral categories.
While 1istening to the tapes at home, the observer simultaneously
coded the tapes in the classroom observation codir~ ' - "7~ts

that had been sent to him through the mail. The uu. z7ver mailed
the completed coding booklets to CITH for reduction. The tele-
phone maintenance rel..bility check required approkimate]y 20 to
25 minutes per observer.

Written Scripts Reliability Maintenance Check. Written

scripts were mailed to all coders trained in IPPS (n=520), IBMS
(n=178), and ICDS (n=173). Inr addirion to the written scripts,
observers received classroum copservation coding booklets and de-
tailed instructions on completing the coding booklets (See

Appendix XL). Within the context of an elementary classroom
lesson, the scripts contained examples ¢f each behavioral category
for each observation system. Each script adhered to the same
printed format which had origiﬁa]ly been utilized in the respective
training materials for each observation system.

The congruency bei<zen coding a written script anc actual
classroom activities is less than those maintenance checks em-
ploying audio and video tapes. However, the written scripts have
the adva~tage of being an efficient and economical means of reach-
ing large numbers of observers spread over an extended geographic
area. Further, the response cost to the coder in terms of travel
is eliminated. If concurrent validity could be demonstrated between

the coding of written scripts and that of coding video tapes, tinen

written scripts might prove to éeoghe most economical means of
w’
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‘ frequently checking reliability of observers.

Television Reliability Maintenance Check. In order to ex-

plore maintenance methods which might serve as alternatives to
the workshops, scripts, or telephone audio tape coding, 89 ICDS
observers were asked to code two natioral network television pro-
grams, “Meet the Press", and "Face the Nation," on Sunday, May 14.
This sample included all ICDS observers trained in Waco, Houston,
San Antonio, Fort Worth, and Richardson.

Coders were mailed packets containing detailed instructions
for this procedure, coding bookiets, and mailing information.

In this maintenance check, observers were instructed to regard

. the person being interviewed on the show as a pupil, and the en-
tire panel of questioners as the "collective" teacher. All
questions, responses, and feed)ack were to be coded.

Prior to implementing this procedure, CITH personnel observed
and coded a number of TV programs in an effort to assess the feas-
ibilitly of such a procedure. Of the four systems being used in
Project PRIME, it was found that only ICDS lent itself to this

format, since it foilowed a traditional question-answer situation.

If this procedure is determined effective, the coding of network
broadcasts could be used to provide feasible and economic practice
for ICDS coders during periods when they were not coding regularly.

Data Analysis_of Maintenance Reliability Check. The data

collected from the observer maintenance reliability check was for-

. warded to National Computer Systems for transfer from machine
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scorable answer booklets onto magentic tape. Correlations be-
tween initial reliability scores (January, 1971) and maintenance
reliability will be computed. In addition, correlations between
workshops, telephone, written scripts, and television scores will
be made in an attempt to determine the degree of concurrent
validity of these latter three types of checks with the workshop
check.

A complete report on observer reliability will be prepared
as part of the total Project PRIME reporting effort.

Classroom Observation Data Collection

At the completion of their v.eek's workshop, the newly
trained observers reported to their District PRIME Coordinator
for their specific scheduie for observing (See Appendix XLI).
Appendix XLII is included in this report to indicate the type
of problems encountered in implementing the classroom obser-
vation phase of the Project.

The schema employed for collecting the classroom obser-
vation data was based on an observer being assigned to a specific
child whom he followed throughout the school day. The child was
systematically observed for two days with each of three systems
(IBMS, ICDS, and FLACCS) and two and a hal¥ cays with the IPPS. The
schema for observation was counterbalanced across days of the
week, observation systems, and observers. Thus, a representative
sample of the behaviors encompassed by the categorical and sign
systems employed in Project PRIME, describing a week of school

activities for normal and handicapped children, was obtained. In
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addition, an observation schema had to be developed which would
maximize the efficient use of trained coder time in settings
where the number of children being observed and distances between
school sites varied markedly. This was accomplished by providing
a plan which could use either a six-observer or a nine-observer
base (See Appendix XLI).

The following statistics are reported as illustrative of
the quantity of observation data collected during Year COne of
Project PRIME. Approximately 14,000 classroom observation days
were recorded across the four observation systems.

Total Classroom Observation Days by System

Observation System Total Classroom Observation Days
IBMS 4,000
ICDS 4,000
FLACCS 4,000
IPPS 2,000
Total 14,000

Another way to grasp the magnitude of the process variables
collected in Project PRIME is to realize that 70,00 hours of
classroom observation were conducted. Other statistics that may
facilitate the reader's ability to comprehend the quantity of class-
room observation data collected are as follows:

1. 120,000 four-minute segments of classroom cognitive

behavior (ICDS) were observed.
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. 2. Approximately 240,000 triads of cognitive behavior
representative of teacher-child-feedback interactions
basad on questioning behavior were recorded.

3. For a given pupil, 60 ten-minute segments of cognitive
behavior were observed.

4, 5,760,000 dyads of teacher-child in:eractions related
to pupil behavior and teacher control were recorded
for the IBMS.

5. For a given pupil, 2,880 dyads of teacher-child inter-
actions related to pupil behavior and teacher/control
were recorded for the IBMS.

‘ 6. 80,000 ten-minute segments of classroom pupil parti-
cipation were observed.

7. 120,030 two-minute segments of classroom climate and
contral procedures were observed.

8. Classroom status information was recorded 540,000 times.

9. For a given pupil, 270 classroom status units were observed.

10. For a giver pupil on a given day, 38 classroom status

units were observed.
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Quality Control Procedures

Consistent with the overall concern of Project PRIME for con-
tinuous quality controi and internal validity, a data screening
unit was established as part of the state Project PRIME office in
Austin, Texas. The data screening unit examined each child's,
teacher's and administrator's instruments as well as each observer's
coding bookle:s for proper assignment of master file code numbers,
for int~rnal consistency, for errors of omission, and for inexact
coding. These errors were remedied wherever possible, and
corrective feedback was provided to district PRIME Coordinators.

The data screening unit cuasisted of five to twenty full and
part-time clerical personnel, the number of personnel depending on
the amount of data to be processed at any given time. A1l personnel
were taught to use the Master File and the Child Data Flow Charts,
and wer: taught the screening procedures for each observation
system bonklet and for each type nf questionnaire. Appendix XLIII
contains the data screening instructions correlated with each
type of instrument.

The general precedure which was followed by the quality con-
trol section staff included:

1. Sorting incoming test and observation material by school

district.

2. Separating achievement tests, questionnaires and observa-

tion booklets from supplemental material such as time

schedules, problem report sheets, test administrator
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‘ questionnaires and payroll forms. This supplemental

material was processed separately.

)

Logging-in instruments in the individual Child Data
Flow Charts.

4, Checking the Standard Header identification code numbers

with the master file code numbers.

5. Screening the instrument fcr errors according to the

screening instructiors for that instrument.

The achievement tests were checked to be $ure that all necessary
demographic information was written on the test booklet and that
code numbers were included with certain types of information. The
achievement tests were also checked to be sure each child received

‘ the appropriate level of the test, and that the machine-scoreable
answer sheets were appropriately completed.

The screening procedure for the observation booklets con-
sisted of checking the booklets for errors in:

1. Logging in time of observation.

2. Time span used for coding with that particuiar observation

systen.
Coding status data {classroom information).
Completing teacher and chilu ,atings at the end.

Sequencing of the booklets throughout the day.

S o AW

Coding unique to that system.
Generally, all the booklets were checked for properly

‘ filled in bubbles and corrections were made when necessary.
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‘ whenever other information such as that included on the problem
sheets or tnat obtained through communications with the district
indicated that changes needed to be made in the data recorded,
those changes were made (e.q., changes in pupil code numbers).

When the data screening unit was first established, it
examined a cross section of observers from each district to obtain
information about the pattern of coding errors and other problems
the observers seemed to have with the booklets. The unit pro-
vided feedback to all of the districts about the most frequent
coding errors. Because the unit compiled ratings on all the
observers throughout the screening procedure, in many cases,

. observers were individually contacted regarding their particular
coding mistakes. The Project PRIME office sent out materials to
the local districts answering commonly asked procedural questions
and providing guidelines for the observers to use in checking their
own observation booklets. (See Appendix XLIII).

The general procedure for checking both the children's and
teacher's quesiionnaires was very similar to the procedure used
for checking the observations. For the children's questionnaires
which were filled out in January, a random spot-check procedure was
used to check the congruency between coding on the machine-scoreable
answer sheets and the responses in the pupil answer booklets

filled in by the child. This was done in order to spot any errors
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which might have occurred in transferring the data. These
machine-scoreable sheets were then checked for proper bubbling.

If there were errors on many of the sheets which were spot-
checked, all the questionnairas from the children in that district
were checked.

Responses on the instruments administered in the Spring were
key-punched instead of machine scored, but a similar screening
procedure was used. The answers provided by the teacher or test
administrator were checked so that the responses would be clear
and unambiguous to the key-puncher. For certain items, a
special coding unit was responsible for assigning correct coding
numbers. The administrative questionnhaires had to be individually
hand coded onto 80-column 1isting sheets in preparation for key-
punching. The data screening unit also checked the administrative
questionnaires for internal consistency.

The data screening unit eliminated many errors due to improper
bubbling, internal inconsistencies, incorrect code numbers, and/or
missing data. In addition, it provided the records necessary for
resolving proplems during the merging of data files by National
Computer Systems.

National Computer Systems ran each document through a tichometer
which printeq a three digit batch number and a four digit serial
number. If the document was an NCS machine-scoreable booklet,

(observation coding booklet), the numbering was done on the NCS
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E-Z punch. This machine, in addition to printing the number,

cut out the staples which held the booklet together while

s imultaneously punching a coded batch and serial number through
all sheets. The order in which the documents were received was
preserved during check-in and subsequent processing. Log sheets
and process control sheets were prepared for each batch containing
the number of documents and indicating computer programs required.
The documents were then scanned and an edit list produced. The
edit listing was clerically checked for errors and the offending
documents were rerun. Errors which were flagged included problems
such as code numbers whose check digits did not match the computed
value. These were corrected wherever pcssible. The corrected
documents were remarked, rep-ocessed, reedited and a replacement
merge was performed. This p-ocedure was repeated until a clean

final merged-data file was produced.
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APPENDICES

Number Title

XXV Supporting Materials for the Winter Administration of the
Sociometric and Attitudinal Questionnaires

1. Special Education Director Memo

2. Reference Manual for Project PRIME Attitudinal
and Sociometric

3. Testing Time Schedule Report

4. Problem Report Sheet

5. Test Administrator Questionnaire

6. Special Education Director Check List
XXVl Public Relations Material

1. Letter from Dr. Robert Montgomery, October 15, 1971
é. Letter from Dr. Robert Montgomery, Decemher 20, 1971
) | 3. Letﬁer from Dr. J. W. Edgar, December 20 1971‘
. 4. Overview of Project PRIME
xxvxrjt Materials for Spring Achievement Testing
1. Memo to Project PRIME Districts
2. Guidelines for Test Administration
3. Problem-Time Report Sheets
4. Test Administrator Questionnaire
XXVIII Materials for the Spring Questionnaire Administration
1. Reference Manual Supplement
2. Problem Sheet
3. Test'Administrator Questionnaire -

4. Memo on Preparation and Return of Administrative
Instruments

5. Check List for Return or Material
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APPENDICES (continued)
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XXIX. Information on Payment
1. Instruction Memo from Mr. Robert Winn
2. Instructions for Completing Requests for Payment
3. Statement of Services Forms
XXX Categories of the Classroom Observation -Systems
1. Indiana BMS II
ICDS
IPPS
FLACCS
XXX1 Organization of the Special Project PRIME Unit

How N

XXXII Contents of Observation Training Systems
1. ICDS Training Kit

IBMS II Training Kit

IPPS Training Kit

. FLACCS Training Kit

XXXII1I Training Material Production Schedules
1. Videotaping Schedule

I WM

. Audiotaping Schedule
Personngl for Audiovisual Components

Developmental Testers

o W N

. Preview Workshop for CITH Staff

XXXIV Assignment of Texas Training Team to Classroom
Observation Systems

| 1§f<l§§‘ 222

e




Number

XXXV

XXXVI

XXXVII
XXXVIII

XXXIX
XL

APPENDICES (continued)

Jitle

 Yassroom Observation Workshops
1. Schedule for Workshops
2. Workshop Data Collection Forms
1. IBMS
2. ICDS
3. IPPS
3. Observation System Workshops in Texas

Materials Submitted in Advance of the Regional Observation
Training Workshops

1. Letter to Regional Education Service Center Directors

2. List of Responsibilities of the Regional Service
Center

3. Problem Check List
4, Time Schedules
5. Audiovisual Survey of Regional Service Centers
List of Coders Recommended to be Dropped
Reliability Workshops '
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3. Video Schedule
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. Observation Coding Schedule 2 (9cobservers)

. Actual Observation Schedule (6)

Actual Observation Schedule (9)
Individual Observation Schedule
Information on Observation Schedules

Guidelines Sent to the 3pecial Education Directors
for Observers

What Do I Do If...[Coding Instructions for Common
Problems)

Screening Procedures for Project PRIME Instrunents

. Procedures for Handling Incoming Achievement

Test Materials

. Guidelines for Checking Completed Observation

Booklets

. Instructions for Checking the Children's

Questionnaires

. Instructions for Checking the Teaeher

Instruments

Editing Instructions for Children's Questionnaires

. Checking Procedures for Spring Teacher's

Instruments

224




S e N R TR L
' e

ks

“’"M é
L Tl
‘aﬁﬁ'sﬁﬁd -

i, s

o bt
;-"6 uﬁ.

S
§1’2, "*@4

azé
"&a i"

‘!u; 14 ({’;\' 3‘\(
ﬁg?',i - S SRt
o 2 5067,
%"%?‘%’

Jkrr "

n-.:{‘

: ot

‘Ey.

-&n,,,,‘,

4@

% "::‘-“”
CS

«%:e:

%

k
¥

Bgs

Len

2 Reference Manudl for Pro:lecﬁ
& Socimtr‘lc Mjusnent Que

.3 Testing Time Schedu}g
.4

¥
Ll

- L : RS s 7 % i ﬁ*
P o : - & ‘#:‘(&‘ %:&i{ﬂi S L
O SV O S W g MASIIEPET = w&%’:ﬁﬁm

R - %n w



TO THE SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECTOR

Enclosed in these cartons are:
I. Master File Material
A. The Master File Listing éorksheets for your school district.
1. School Campus Code Number Listing
2. Teacher by Pupil Information worksheets, one for each campus.
3. Teacher Code Number Listing, one for each campus.
4. Pupil Code Number Listing, onc for each selected classroom.
5. Abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing.
B. Imstructions on how to establish and maintain the Master File.
I1. Test Material ‘

A. One package of tests for each selected classroom in your school district
plus a few additional test packages.

Each test package contains:
1. How Do You Feel -

a) 1 adminiétrator instructicns booklet
b) 5 NCS Answer Sheets

2. About You and Your Friends -
a) 1 adwinistrator instructions booklet
b) 5 answer booklets
¢) 5 NCS Answer Sheets

3. Let's Pretend -

a) 1 administrator instructions booklet
b) 5 NCS Answer Sheets

4. Yout School Days =
a) 1 administrator instructi :ns booklet
b) 35 answer booklets
¢) 35 NCS Answer Sheets

5. Teacher Rating Scale -

a) 30 adminisfrator instructions booklets
b) 35 NCS Answer Sheets




B.

C.

Test Administrator's Packet

Guess Who - \

a) 1 teacher instructions booklet

b) 1 administrator instructions booklet

c) 1 NCS Answer Sheet - Blue; 35 NCS Answer Sheets - Brown
d) 35 answer booklets

e) Return enveiopes for eacher NCS form

How I Feel Towards Others -

a) 1 administrator instructions booklet
b) 35 NCS Answer Sheets

Bsch administrator's packet contains:

1.

Guidelines for administration of Project PRIME Attitudinal and
Social Adjustment Questionnaires. There is one set of Guidelines
for each selected classroom.

Time Schedule Report Sheets

Problem Reporé Sheets

The T:st Administrative Questionnaire

Test .dministrator's Checklist

Envelope lor returning questionnaire and answer sheets

I{I. Return mailin; instructions

A.

B.

Mailing labels

Special Education Director Checklist

Keep the cartons for mailing compl :ted test bookleés to the Project
PRIME office.

Flease keep all completed test booklets in your district office until
all the children have been tested. At this time, return all material.

v




c.

6.

Guess Who - \

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

1 teacher instructions booklet

1 administrator instructions booklet

1 NCS Answer Sheet - Blue; 35 NCS Answer Sheets - Brown
35 answer booklets

Return envelopes for eacher NCS form

How I Feel Towards Others -

a)
b)

1 administrator instructions booklet
35 NCS Answer Sheets

Test Administrator's Packet

Each administrator's packet contains:

1.

Guidelines for administration of Project PRIME Attitudinal and
Social Adjustment Questionnaires. There is one set of Guidelines
for each selected classroom.

Time Schedule Report Sheets

Problem Report Sheets

The Test Administrative Questionnaire

Test Administrator's Checklist

Envelope for returning questionnaire and answer gheets

IIT. Return mailing instructions

A.

B.

Mailing labels

Special Education Director Checklist

Keep the cartons for mailing completed test bookleés to the Project
PRIME office.

Please keep all completed test booklets in your district office until
all the children have been tested. At this t:me, return all material.
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REFERENCE MANUAL
FOR
PROJECT PRIME ATTITUDIN AL AND SOCIAL ADJUSTMENT
QUESTIONNAIRES

INTRODUCTION

An evaluation of the provision of services for handicapped children requires
considetration of other determinants of success in the school setting besides
academic achievement. Project PRIME, cogrizant of this need, has developed
several children's instruments designed tc .rzasure attitudes toward school,

academic work habits, social development :nd self-concept.

Other inst;uments have been developed which measure the teacher's attitudes
toward education, attitudes toward handicapped children ;nd classroom climate.
Because attitudcs, classroom climat:e., social adjustment and self-concept may
change as a result of different school experiences, some instruments will be
administered imediately, some later in the year and some at the end of the year.
Some will be adr inistered only once while others will be given twice to detect
changes occurrirg during the year. A few instruments will be administered to
the entire classrooms, others to only the selected childrén, and others to -

teachers.




he names of the instruments and the persons to whom they will be administered are

indicated below.

ame of Instrument

Teacher's Instruments

TEACHER RATING SCALE

CLASSROOM CLIMATE

GUESS WHO

TEACHER BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE ON SELECTED
CHILDREN

UNPLEASANTINESS SURVEY
TEACHER ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE

UNDERSTANDING AND ATTITUDES OF
EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN

Children's Instrumenis

YOUR SCHOOL DAYS

HOW I FEEL TOWARD OTHERS

GUESS WHO

ABOUT YOU AND YOUR FRIENDS
HOW DO YOU FEEL?

LET'S PRETEND

CHILDREN'S QUESTIONNAIRE

To Whom
Administered

All Teachers

Selected Teachers
Selected Teachers
Selected Teachers

Selected Teachers

Selected Teachers
Selected Teachers

Selected Teachers

selected Classroom
Seleéted Classroom

Selected Classroom
Selected Childrea
Selected Children

selected Children

- Selected Children

231

Time of
Administration

January, April
January
January, April
March

May

March
March

March .

January
January, April

January, April‘
January, Ao>ril
January, April
January

April




DELINEATION OF GROUPS TO BE TESTED

Selected Children: The children selected to be subjects for Project PRIME are termed
the selected children. The selected children include both handicapped and non-
handicapped chilcren. The handicapped children are sometimes referred to as
"experimenta." children and the non-handicapped children as '"control" or
"contrast" children. The entire classroom, including the selected children,
will receive code numbers, but the selected children will be given a special
"gselect" cod .

There a:e no "matching’ non-handicapped children (controls) for the handi-
capped childien who are in a special education classroom or assigned a special
education teacher as their selected teacher.

Selected Teachers: Using the %:formation you sent us in the Fall listing each
handicapped child's teachers, subject taught, and time spent, we selected the
handicapped children for Project PRIME. For each handicapped child we selected,
we also listed one of his teachers to be his focus or selected teacher. We
based our selection on the time the teacher spent with the child and the
subjects he taught. It is quite possible that the teacher we selected is not
the homeroom teacher or the special education teacher who has the child on his
class roll. [t may not be the teacher who was teaching the child when he was
being achievement tested. (For example, the achievement testing may have
occurred during art but the assigned teacher was the social studies class.)
The selected teacher should be a special education teacher if the selected
child is not integrated into a regular classroom 507% or more of the time.

The selected teacher should be a regular teacher if the selected handicapped
child is integrated 50% or more of the time.

Selected Classroom: The selected classroom is the class situation which contains
the selected handicapped child and the selected teacher and, if it is a
regular classroom, the matching selected non-handicapped children, A seiected
classroom may contain more than one selected handicapped child. A selected
teacher may be part of more than one selected classroom. For example, in a
departmentalized program, Mr. Smith may have Susan Cromback, a selected handi-
capped child, with one group of children for science at 9:00 - 10:00 and Joe
Stanley with another group of childreén at 1:00 -.2:00, Each situatior. is &
different classroom. A child may appear in more than one selected classroom.
Pete Campbell, a non-handicapped child, may be in Mr. Smith's science class
with Joe Stanley and in Miss Green's English class with another selected
handicapped child. 1In special education programs with departmentalized pro-
grams or other complicated teaching arrangements, the selected clast oom may
be difficult to define precisely.

232




ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSIBILITIES

The questionnaire administrator, collaborating with the school's principal, is
responsible for ensuring a pleasant and efficient administration of these instruments,
Their responsibilities include scheduling the testing sessions, ensuring a proper
atmosphere for answering the questions and obtaining and distributing materials.

Each administrator should contact the principal before beginning to test children
within her school. During the contact with the principal, the questionnaire admin-
istrator should find out where in the school she will take the selected children to
be tested. After meeting with the principal, the administrator should also contact each
teache: hose classroom is involved in the project and arrange two occasions :hen it
would be convenient to administer the quéestionnaires which.will be given to the whole
class.
|

The questionnaire administrator shoula make a careful check of her materials
before scheduling any sessions, to be sure they are complete and appropriate. 1f
.nsufficient materials have been sent to her, she should immediately contact the
special education director for her district, who will call Project PRIME for addi-
tional instruments. Each child should be given all the questionnaires scheduled for
him. Questionnaires and answer sheets should not be stored in the school building
before, after or between testing sessions.

Before testing any children, go over the instruments with the child's teacher
anl explain their purpose (which is described further on in this booklet). Putting
th: teacher at ease about the instruments will result in an easier and more relaxed
te.-ing situation. Stress both to the teacher and to her pupils that all answers
wii! be kept secret and no one in the school district will know which ccmpleted
questionnaires belorg to which children. The procedure for changing each child's
name to code number is described later.

PROBLEMS AND HOW TO DEAL WITH THEM

Due to t*e natire of some of the questionnaires, a child may show signs of
uneasiness or embarrassment with an occasional question. If this happens, and a
child is obviously cistressed, the questionnaire administrator should tell the child
quietly that he doesn't have to answer that particular question if it bothers him.
The administrator should note this, howeve:, and write the event and the question
number on a problem sheet for that class. No child should be forced to answer a
question that obviously bothers him. However, skipping great numbers of questions
and whole questionnaires is unreasonable. The questionnaires have been designed
to minimize a child's uneasiness in answer ing the questions, and problems of this
sort should be unlikely.

The attitudinal and social adjustment instruments have been carefully reviewed
to ensure that the language--vocabulary and sentence structure--is undexr standable
to the children in Project PRIME. However, Mexican-American children mey have
difficulty understanding the way the items are expressed in English. Tc offset this
problem, Spdnish trsaslations of all the children's questionnaires wili be given to
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the questionnaire administrator. The translation may be used in the following way.

Tf all the children involved are Mexican-American, and the questionnaire administrator
is fiuent in Spanich, the entire questionnaire may be administered in Spanish. If
the group of children to be tested is ethnically mixed, the questionnaires can be
administered in twc sessiona; ciue session for each language version. .

Most of the questionnaires require a child to answer either yes or no or to
choose one of two alternztives as his answer. If a child refuses to chcose one of
the two alternatives or says that the questions cannot be answered simply yes or no,
the questionnaire administrator should encourage him to choose one of the two alter-
natives by telling nim to "choose the answer you think it is most of the time", 1If
the child still refuses to answer with the alternative answers provided, he may skip
that question. The administrator, however, should note this child's code number and
instrument and item on her problem sheet.

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRES: January

The selected children's teachers will be asked to fill out two questionnaires.
One of these (Guess Who) is a duplicate of an instrument given to her classroom.
Only the teachers whose entire classroom is b:ing tested are asked to fill out this
questionnaire. A zecoud questionnaire is the Classroom Climate instrument which
will also be fillec out only by the selected :eachers during the period when the
class is completin; Your School Days. The ra:ing scale on the selected children is
to be completed by all the teachers (includirj teacher aide with high involvement
with the selected children) that the selected (handicapped and non-handicapped)
children :ee each veek. A substitute teacher will be provided by Project PRIME if
the selected teacher cannot fill out all the cequired materials during the periods
that her class will be responding to their qu:stionnaires. Alternative arrangements
are also possible for teachers with unusually large numbers of instruments to be
completed.

TESTING PROCEDURES

The instruments should be scheduled to maximize the motivation to answer
honestly and without the carelessness associsted with fatigue or boredom. The test
administrator should emphasize at each testing session that no one will see the
child's answer sheet: except her and that his name will not be written on any answer
sneets.

Testing is best accomplished in the morn .ng and early afternoon and not on days
immediately preceding or following holidays o school events which especially excite
the children. The longer instruments should bhe broken into subparts, each subpart
being given at a different session if possibl:, to prevent boredom and the tendency
to answer without thinking in order to ''get i: over with" more quickly. How the
longer questionnaires should be broken down i outlined below.

1f a child is absent during any phase of the testing, s¢hedule a4 makeup session
as soon as possible. Makeups can be schedulel whene.er there is sufficient time for
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them. However, be sure that a given child is not tested twice in a single morning
or a single afternoon.

Before administering any questionnaire, the administrator should read it over
carefully until she is thoroughly familiar with the instructions and examples for the
children. Once in the classroom, answer sheets and pencils should be passed out to
the children before the instructions are read to them. The directions should be read
verbatim. The test administrator should then allow an opportunity for questions. 1In
answering questions, she may reword the instructions, work through sample items, or
put samples on the board. Samples have been provided in the instructions for each
instrument, but if additional samples are needed, the test administrator may invent
her own. During the testing itself, it is permissible for the adminiatrator to define
a word for a child, but she should not paraphrase a whole sentence or question, since
this is likely to change the meaning of the sentence for the child. There are no exact
time limits for any of these instruments; the length of time required for a given
instrument is flexible and should be based on the needs of the children being tested.
However, the administrator should hold the testing sessions within reason.

Below is a chart of all the instruments which will be administered, how many
items are included in each instrument, how many parts each questionnaire should be
broken into and the estimated time for administering the questionnaire. It is
recommended that the questionnaires be brocen into units so that a child never has
to answer mo-e than 35 questions of the sane type in a row. A single testing session
should be he.d to around an hour for group or classroom testing, and half an hour for
individual t:sting.

A selec .ed classroom receives three iastruments (Guess Who, How I Feel Toward
Others and Y ur School Days) given in two sessions. The first session consists of
Guess Who anl items 1-30 from Your School Days. The second session consists of How I
Feel Toward Others and items 31-65 from Your School Days. When a test is broken into
separate administration, review the instructions before administering t'.e second and
remaining parts.

Three of the children's instruments are administered to the selected children in
small groups. Each testing session will last about one hour. Since About You and
vour Friends is a long instrument, it is divided into ‘four parts, two parts being given
at each sitting. To prevent boredom, half of How Do You Feel is given between two parts
of About You and Your Priends at each sitting. - This procedure is outlined below.

Session I: About You anGg Your Friends -- items 1-25

How Do You Feel -- items 1-20

A>out You and Your Friends -- items 25-50
Session II: A>out You and Your Friends -- items 51-75

How Do You Feel -- items 30-41

Asout ‘You and Your Friends -- items 76-96
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Again, when a test is divided, be sure to review the instructions for the children
before administering the remaining parts of the test. If the children appear to become
restless or bored, feel free to take a short break or exercise period between instruments.
Avoid breakirg while in the middle of an instrument, however.

Let's rretend is given to each selected child individually. The indi sidual testing
session takes about one-half hour.

A sample schedule for testing a school which has fifteen selected chi dren (both
handicapped and non-handicapped) in five different classes is given below. It illus-
trates how a maximum amount of testing tan be accomp.ished in a single week. Of course,
different schedules may be more appropriate for other situations.

A.M. Day 1 Day 2 Day 3 Day &4
1.t hr. Class #1 (1) Class #1 (2) Class #4 (1) Class 14 (2)
2nd hr. Class #2 (1) Class #2 (2) Class #5 (1) Class #5 (2)
3rd hr. S.C. #1 S.C. #5 s.C. #9 S.C. #3
S.C. #2 S.C. #6 S.C. #10 S.C. #4
P.L .
lst hr. Cluss #3 1) Class #3 (2) Group (1) SC Group (2) SC
2nd hr. S.C. #3 S.C. #7 S.C. #11 §5.C. #15
SeCe .#4. S.C. #8 S.C. #12 S.C. Makeup
/dditional makeup tests and individual administration
¢ £ Guess Who or How I Feel toward Others to nonreaders
thould be done on Day 5. :
Yey:

Class #1 (1) Refers io selected classroom #1, session #1 during which Guess Wwho and
Your School Days, Past 1 are given.

Class #1 (2) Refers to selected classroom #2, session #2 during which How I Feel Toward
Others and Your School Days, Part 2 are given.

S.C. #1 Refers to selected child #1 individual testing session for Let's Pretend.

Group (1) SC Refers to small group session for selected children during which How Do
You Feel, Part 1 and About You and Your Friends, Parts 1 and 2 are given.

Group (2) SC Refers to small group session for selected children during which How Do
You Feel, Part 2 and About You and Your Friends, Parts 3 and 4'are given.
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2.

3.

4.

5.

5.

7.

8.

9.

10.

LET'S PRETEND

This instrument is to be administered to selected children.
The questionnaire should be administered individually.

The test administrator will recorc the child's verbal responses directly
onto the NCS machine-scorable ansver sheet.

Prior to each interview with a child, the test administrator should complete
the Standard Header Information or the child's NCS machine-scorable answer
sheet.

Refer to section entitled Information for Combleting Standard Headers to
complete the six grids on the top of the NCS machine-scorable answer sheets.

The teacher code should be the identification code number for a given
child's selected classroom teacher.

This questionnaire should be totally administered in one session.

Darken in the appropriate circle on the NCS machine-scorable answer sheet
for each item in correspondence with the child's response to each question
as you administer the questionnaire.

Place all the Let's Pretend NCS mactine-8corable answer sheets for a given
class in the appropriately marked ervelope. Complete the information
requested on the front of the envel:pe.

Return completed envelope to your Director of Special Education.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

HOW DO YOU FEEL?

This instrument is to be administered to selected children.

Pupils will record their responses directly onto the NCS machine-scorable
answer sheets.

This questionnaire can be administered to small groups.

Prior to giving each student his NCS machine-scorable answer sheets, make
sure you have completed the Standard Header Information on his/her
machine-scorable answer sheet.

Refer to tection entitled Information for Completing Standard Headers to
complete the six grids on the top of the NCS machine-scorable answer sheet.

The teacher code should be the identification number for a given child's
selected classroom teacher.

Be sure each pupil receives the NCS machine-scorable answer sheet with
his identification number.

This questionnaire should be administered in two parts:

a. Session 1 -- Items 1 through 20
b. Session 2 -- Items 21 through 41

At the time of each administration session, the instructions for the
questionnaire should be repeated.

Collect the Pupil Answer Sheets from each pupil after the first session.
It is imperative that each child receive his partially completed NCS
machine-sccrable answer sheet for the second administration session.

There should be a NCS machine-scorable answer sheet for each selected child.

Check each machine-scorable answer sheet to be sure the ¢hildren darkened
in the circles correctly.

After the ~.econd administration session of the questionnaire, there should
be an NCS ‘iachine-scorable answer sheet completed for each selected child.

Place all the How Do You Feel NCS machine-scorable answer sheecs for a
given selezted class, not the testing group, in the appropriately marked
envelope. Complete the information requested on the front of the envelope.

Return comoleted envelopes to your Director of Special Education.
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9.

10,

11.

12,

13.

L4,

15.

16.

ABOUT YOU AND YOUR FRIENDS

This instrument is to be administered to selected children.
Pupils will write their responses on Pupil Answer Sheets.
This questionnaire can be administered to small groups of selected children.

Prior to giving each student his Pupil Answer Sheet, make sure you have
entered his seven-digit Pupil Identification Code on his Pupil Answer Sheet.

The Pupil Identification Code Number is discussed in the section entitled
Information for Completing the Standard Header, the unit titled Pupil Code.

Be sure each pupil receives the answer sheet with his identification number.
This questionnaire should be administered in four parts:

a. Session I - Part 1 -- Items 1 through 25

b. Session I - Part 2 -- Items 26 through 50

c. Session IT - Part 1 -- Items 51 through 75
d. Session II - Part 2 -- Items 76 through 96

At the time when each section is administered, the instructions for the
questionnaire should be repeated.

Collect the Pupil Answer Sheets from each pupil after each session. Each
following session, it is imperative that each -child receive his partially
completed Pupil Answer Sheet that he received at the first session.

Each Pupil Answer Sheet must be transferred to the NCS machine-scorable
answer sheets.

For each child, there should be a Pupil Answer Sheet and a corresponding
NCS machine-scorable answer sheet.

Refer to section entitled Informaiion for Completing Standard Headers and
complete the six grids on the top of the NCS machine-scorable answer sheet.

Teacher Code should be the Identification Code Number for the child's
selected classroom teacher.

Refer to Pupil Answer Sheet and darken the yes-no circle for each item in
correspondence with the child's response on the Pupil Answer Sheet.

Repeat this transfer process for every Pupil Answer Sheet; filling in
the Standard Header and then darkeniig the appropriate yes-no circles.

After having completed a NCS machine-scorable answer sheet for each
selected child:
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a. Place all the About You and Your Friends NCS machine-scorable answer
sheets for a given class in the appropriately marked énvelope. Complete
the information requested on the front of the envelope.

b. Place all the About You and Your Friends Pupil Answer Sheets for a given
class in the appropriately marked envelope. Complete the information
requested on the front of the envelope.

¢. Group the answer sheets according to the child's selected teacher not
according to the group in which he was tested.

Return completed envelopes to your Director of Special Education.
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2.

3.
4.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

YOUR SCHOOL DAYS

This instrument is to be administered to the total class.

Pricr to administration of the questionnaire, arrange with the selected
classroom teacher a convenient time to have the class begin Your School
Days.

Pupils will write their responses on Pupil Answer Sheets.

Pricr to giving each student his Pupil Answer Sheet, make sure you have
entered his seven-digit pupil identification code on his Pupil Answer
Sheet.

The Pupil Iientification Code Number is discussed in the section entitled
Infcrmation for Completing the Stand.ird Header, the unit titled Pupil Code.

Be sure eaci. pupil receives the answ: sheet with his identification
number.,

Administer -he first 30 items from Your School Daye according to the test
administrat on instructions. '

Collect the Pupil Answer Sheets from each child.

The second adninistration session fc - Your School Days requires that each
child receive the same Pupil Answer Sheet that they received at the first
session.

The second administration session should repeat the test administration
instructions and complete items 31 through 65.

Collect Pupil Answer Sheets from each child.

Each Pupil Answer Sheet must be transferred to the NCS machine-scorable
answer sheets.

For each child there should be a Pupil Answer Sheet and a corresponding
NCS machine-scorable answer sheet.

Refer to th: section entitled Informa-ion for Completing Standard Headers
and complet: the six grids on the top of the NCS machine-scorable answer
sheet.

Refer to Pusil Answer Sheet and darke:i in the yes-no circle for each item
in correspoidence with the child's response on the Pupil Answer Sheet.

Repeat this transfer process for every Pupil Answer Sheet, Iilling in
the Standar! Header and then darkening the appropriate yes-no circles.

242




17.

18.

-2-

After having completed a NCS machine-scorable answer sheet for each child:

a. Place all the Your School Days NCS machine~scorable answer sheets for
a given class in the appropriately marked envélope and complete the
information requested on the front of the envelope.

b. Place all the Your School Days Pupil Answer Sheets for a given class
in the appropriately marked envelope. Complete the information
requested on the front of the envelope.

Return the completed envelopes to your Director of Special Education.
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HOW | FEEL TOWARD OTHERS

1, This instrument is to be administered to the total selected class.

2. Prior to administration of the instrument, arrange with the selected
classroom teacher a convenient time to have the class complete How I
Feel Toward Others.

3. Pupils will record their responses directly onto NCS machine-scorable
answer sheets.

4, Prior to giving each student his NCS machine-scorable answer sheet, make
sure you have completed the Standard Header Information on his/her
machine-scorable answer sheet.

5. Refer to section entitled Information for Completing Standard Headers to
complete the six grids on the top of the NCS machine-scorable answer sheet.

6. The teacher code should be the identification number for a given child's
selected class.oom teacher.

7. Be sure each pupil receives the NCS machine-scorable answer sheet with
his identification number.

8. TFollow the directions for administering How I Feel Toward Others that
accompany the instrument.

9. 1If a class has more than 33 students, each child wil' need to have two
NCS machine-scorable answer sheets.

10. Make sure the Standard Header Information is completed on both answer
sheets and that on the second answer sheet the box marked "This is the
second sheet!" is darkened in.

11, Circulate throughout the room while giving the instrument, assisting
children who request help with spelling the names of classmates.

13, Collect the NCS machine-scorable answer sheets from each child.

13. The two column grids which are shaded on the right side of the answer
sheet should be immediately darkened in before leaving the classroom.

14, Ssimilar to Guess Who the two digit number necessary for completing the
grid is the last two numbers of a specific child's seven digit pupil
code number.

15, Each child's seven digit pupil code can be found on the Pupil Code
Number .isting for the respective class.

16, Each liie has a child's name written ¢n it and it is his/her unique two-
digit pipil code number that should be darkened in the corresponding two
column ;;rid.
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19.
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The tens digit should be on top followed below by the units digit. For
example i a pupil's seven digit identification code number is 7803421,
the two digit pupil code is 21 and would be entered as follows:

00200 0E® 06
0]OINIOI0IOIO101OLO

The reason for asking you to darken in the two column identification
code grids prior to leaving the classroom is to permit you to discreetly
return to a child if you cannot read a child's name.

After having completed all the NCS machine-scorable answer sheets, put
them in the appropriately marked envelcpe and return them to your Director
of Special Education.

245




GUESS WHO (Children)

1. This instrument is to be administered to the total selected class.

2. Prior to administration of the questionnaire, arrange with the selected
classroom teacher a convenient time to have the class complete Guess Who.

< _ e

3. Pupils will write their responses on Pupil Answer Sheets.

4. Prior to giving each student his Pupil Answer Sheet, make sure you have
entered his seven-digit pupil idemntification code on his Pupil Answer
Sheet.

5. The Pupil Identification Code Number is discussed in the section entitled
Information for Completing the Standard Header, the unit titled Pupil Code.

6. Be sure each pupil receives the answer sheet with his identification code
number,

7. TFollow the directions for administering Guess Who that accompany the
instrument. 77 ‘

8. Circulate throughout the room while giving the questionnaire assisting
children who request help with spelling the names of classmates.

9. Collect the Pupil Answer Sheets from each child.

10. Each Pupil Answer Sheet must be transferred to the ﬁcs machine-scorable
answer sheets.

11. TFor each child, there should b~ a Pupil Answer Sheet an& a corresponding
NCS machine-scorable enswer 8heet.

12. The NCS machine-scorable answer sheet must be completed for each child
immediately after administration of the questionnaire. This will permit
you to discreetly ask children about their responses if necessary.

i3. Refer to the section entitled Information for Completing standard Headers
and complete the six grids on the top of the NCS machine-scorable answer
sheets.

14. Refer to your Pupil Code Number Listing for the class.

15. The last two « igits of the seven-dig it pupil identification code number
(7321415) are unique numbers for ea« 1 child in this specific class.

6, The Pupil Answer Sheet has 31 quest.ons for which a specific child has
been nominated.

17. The grids numbered 1 through 31 on the machine-scorable anséer sheet
correspond to the 31 questions that are contained in Guess Who.
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18.

19.

20.

21,

22.

23.

24,

25,

26,

-z-
Each child for each question has nominated a single child in his/her
class by writing that individual's name on the Pupil Angwer Sheet.

Each child has a machine-scorable answer sheet with 31 grids which
permit each child's name on the Pupil Answer Sheet to be converted
into a two-digit identification code number.

You should find each child's name from the Pupil Answer Sheet on your
Pupil Code Number Listing. The last two digits of his seven-digit
identification number should be entered intu the corresponding grid.

Write the two-digit jdentification number in the blanks provided in
the appropriate gric. ‘

Then darken in the appropriate circles below the numbers you have
written in the blanks provided.

For example:
Pupil Code Number Lis' iny
7321415 Jones, James &

GUESS WHO
Pupil Answer Sheet

Jimmy J.
NCS Machine-Scorable Answer Sheet

Repeat this transfer process for every Pupil Answer Sheet; filiing in

the Standard Header, and then completing each grid.

After having completed a NCS machine-scorable answer shéet for each child:

a. Place all the Guess Who NCS michine-scorable answer sheets for a given
class in the appropriately marked envelope and ¢omplete the information
requested on the front of the envelope.

b. Place all the Guess Who Pupil Answer Sheets for a given class in the
appropriately marked envelope. Complete the information requested

on the front of the envelope.

Return the completed enveljpes to your Director of Special Education.




9.

GUESS WHO (Teacher)

This instrument is to be administered to the selected classroom
teacher while her class is concurrently being administered
Guess Who,

Teachers will record their responses directly onto a8 NCS machine-
scorable answer sheet.

Give the teacher a copy of your Pupil Code Number Listing.

Prior to giving the teacher her NCS machine-scorable answer shect
and instructional booklet, make sure you have completed the Standard
Header Information. Leave Pupil Code blank.

Refer to the section entitled Information for Completing the Standard
Header for instructions for completing the six grids on the top of
the NCS machine-scorable answer sheet.

Be sure that each teacher receives the answer sheet with her
jdentification code number.

The teacher should follow the teacher instructions and have
Guess Who completed when you have finished with the class.

Collect the Pupil Code Number Listing from the teacher. To protect
the confidentiality of the child, do not leave a copy of the Pupil
Code wumber Listing with the teacher.

Collect the teacher's sealed envelope.
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TEACHER RATING SCALE

1. This instrument is to be given to each teacher a given child sees.

2. Teachers will record their responses directly onto NCS machine-scorable
answer sheets.

3. The questionnaire should be left with the teacher and picked up within
the next day or so.

4. Prior vo giving a teacher a NCS machine-scorable answer sheet, make sure
you have completed the Standard Header Information on his/her machine-
scorable answer sheet.

5. Refer to section entitled Inférmation f« Completing Standard Headers
to complete the six grids on the top of the NCS machine-scorable answer
sheet.

6. The teacher code should be the identification code number for the teacher
who is going to complete the questionnaire.,

7. Each NCS machine-scorable answer sheet, when given to a teacher, should
have the specific chiild's name paper-clipped to it.

8. Use the Teacher by Fupil Listing Worksheet as a means for determining
which teachers rate which children,

9. Use the Teacher by Pupil Listing Worksheet as a means for checking that
you have both given and picked up a rating scale for a specific child.

10. Use the Teacher by Pupil Listing Worksheet as a check list by making a
mark in the left margin next to a teacher's name when you give her the
rating scale and make a similar mark in the right margin when you have
picked it up. .

11. When you hav: collected all the rating scales for a given child, place
them in the appropriately markzl envelope.

12. Return completed envelopes to your Director of Special Education.
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1.

2.

3.

TEACHER CLASSROOM CLIMATE QUESTIONNAIRE

This instrument 1s to be administered to the selected classroom teacher

while her class is concurrently being administered Your School Days.

Teachers will record their responses directly onto a NGCS machine-
scorable answer sheet.

Prior to gi’ing the teacher her NCS machine- scorable answer sheet and
ins“ruction il booklet, make sure you have completed the Standard Header
Information. Write in the code number of one of the handicapped selected
children in the puplil code columm.

Refer to th. section entitled Information for Completing the Standard
Header for 'nstructions for completing the six grids on the top cf the
NCS machine-scorable answer shset.

Be sure that each teacher receives the answer sheet with her identification
code numbe: . - )

The teacher should follow the teacher instructions and have The Teacher
Classroom Climate Questionnaire completed when you have finished with
the class.

Collect the teacher's sealed envelope containing the completed NCS
answer sheet for the Teacher Classroom Climate Questionnaire.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING
STANDARD HEADER {NFORMATION

The standard header refzrs to the six grids which are at the top of every
NCS machine-scorable answer sheet. The six grids are entitled respectively
District Code, School Code, Teacher Code, Pupil Code, Select Code and Grade.
These six grids are for the identification numbers which assure confidentiality
and anonymity of school district, school, teacher and pupil names. Further,
these six grids are the means for being able to interrelate all the different
questionnaires you will be administering. It is, therefore, absolutely essential
that these six grids be completed accurately for every NCS machine-scorable
answer sheet.

The standard header information must be filled in prior to giving any NCS
machine-scorable answer sheet to a teacher or pupil. In addition, the standard
header should be the first piece of information completed on the NCS machine-
scorable answer sheet when transferring children's responses from pupil answer
sheets to the michine-scorable answer sheets.

The follo :ing paragraphs indicate how to use the (1) School Code Number
Listing; (2) Te :cher-Pupil Information lorksheet; (3) Teacher Code Number Listing;
(4) Pupil Code mber Listing and (5) tte label attached to the front of each
c lassroom packe , for completing the in ormation request:d in the standard header.
Tie District Coce, School Code, Teacher Code (for the Se.ected Teacher), and
Pipil Cole (for the Selected Children) :re available bot1 on their respective
listing as well as on the label attached to the frout of each class packet.

The idencification numbers in these imstances should be identical and cross-
checked by the cbserver when completing the standard heaier in order to assure
corrrespondence.

DISTRICT CODE: The District Code is a three-digit mmber (for example 618)
to be Found on the School Campus Code Number Listing.
The three-digit number will precede the name of the
school district. This three-digit number should be DISTRICT
written one digit per box in the blank spaces provided
in the District Code grid. Before darkening in the
circles below and corresponding to each digit you
have written, check that three-digit school district
code on the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing.
1f the numbers do mot correspond, pléase leave that
grid blank and immediately notify your Dirvector of
Special Education. The Director of Snecial Education
should immediately call the Project Pk iE office
(512-397-5385) to clarify what the correct School
District Code should be. If the School District
Codes do correspond, proceed to darken in the appro-
priate circles below the number you have written in
the blanks provided in the District Code grid.
(Look at District Code example.)

OIOIOIIOIOIOICISIC)
OIOIOIGICIOIOICIONC,
olololololclolclole)
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1f the numbers have not corresponded between the School Campus Code Number

Listing and the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing, do not darken in the circles
mntil the Director of Special Education has notified you of the correct three-
ligit identification number. When you have been given the correct three-digit
dentification number, be sure that you make the necessary corrections on either
che School Campus Code Number Listing or the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing,
whichever change is appropriate. The three-digit number in the blanks provided

in the District Code g»id should now be those of the corrected school district
identification number. Be sure to darken in the corresponding numbered circles
below the correct number you have written in the boxes in the District Code grid.

After having checked for correspondence between the School Campus Code
Number Listing and the abbreviated Pupil Code Number and after having made those
changes witere necessary to assure correspondence, on all subsequent machine-
scorable ¢nswer sheets for this child, you may refer to either the School Campus
Code Numb¢r Listing or to the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing for obtaining
the three-digit District Code.

SCHOOL CODE: The School Code is a four-digit number (for example, 8012)
to be found on th¢ School Campus Code Number Listing. The school code number is
the four-digit nur ber on the left side of the School Campus Code Number Listing
and precedes the 1ame of each school for a given school district. The school's
name is followed by the principal's name. :

The selection of the appropriate four-digit school identification number
is determined by the specific child or teacher for when the machine-scorable
answer sheet is intended. In other words, the four-digit school identification
code number reflects the specific &chool in which the teacher works or child
attends. The names of the schools for a given school district are listed on the
School Campus Code Number Listing.

The four-digit school identification code number, corresponding to the
appropriate schocl for a given teacher or pupil should be written one digit per
box in the blank spaces prov’ded in the School Code grid.

Before darkening in the circles corresponding with the digits you have

written, check that this four-digit school identification
code number agrees with the four-digit school identifica- scHOOL
tion code numbers on the abbreviated Pupil Code Number CODE
Listing. If the numbers do not correspond, please leave
that grid blank and immediately notify your Ditector of
Special Education. The Director of Special Education QeO®
should immediately call the Project PRIME office 0101010}
(512-397-5385) to clarify what the correct school iden- @O
cification code number should be., If the school iden- QPO
tification code numbers do correspond, proceed to darken olololo)
in the appropriate numbered circles below the number you ®®O6
have written in the blanks provided in the School Code 888
grid. (Look at School Code grid example.) 00
olot6le)
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1f the numbers have not corresponded between the School Campus Code Number
Listing and the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing, do not darken in the circles
until the Director of Special Education has notified you of the correct four-digit
identification number. When you have been given the correct four-digit identifica-
tion number, be sure that you make the necessary corrections on either the School
Campus Code Number Listing or the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing, whichever
correction is appropriate. The four-digit number in the blanks provided in the
School Code grid should now be the corrected school identification code number.
Be sure to darken in the numbered circles corresponding to the corrected number
you have written in the boxes in the School Code grid.

Having checked for correspondence between the School Campus Code Number
Listing and the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing and made those changes where
necessary to assure correspondence, on all subsequent machine-scorable answer sheets
for this child, you may refer to either the School Campus Code Number Listing or to
the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing for obtaining the four-digit school code.

TEACHER CODE: The Teacher Code is a six-digit number (for example, 300129)
to be Found on the Teacher code Number Listing. The teacher code number is the
8ix-digit number on the left side of the Teacher Code Number Listing and precedes
the last name, first name, middle initial of each teacher for a given school. The
teacher's name may be followed by an asterisk indicating that she is a selected
classroom teacher.

The appropriate six-digit teacher identification coae number for a pupil
questionnaire is the teacher identification code number for his/her selected
classroom teacher. The name of a given child's selected classroom teacher can
be determined by referring to the Teacher-Pupil Information Worksheet. The
'Peacher-Pupil Information Worksheet is arranged alphabetically by pupils for a
given school. After finding the given child's name, which is located on the left
band side of the Teacher-Pupil Information Worksheet, a list of all teachers he
sees will be listed. The teacher's name which is followed by 2n asterisk is his
selected classroom teacher. Refer now to the Teacher Code Number Listing and find
that teacher's name. To the left of her name is a six-digit identification code
number which should be entered into the Teacher Code grid.

The six-digit teacher identification code number should be written one digit
per box in the blank spaces provided in the Teacher Code grid.

Before darkening in the circles corresponding to the digits you have written,

check that the six-digit teacher identification agrees TEACHER
with the number on the abbreviated Pupil Code Mumber CODE
Listing (if the teacher is a selected teacher). If
the numbers do not correspond, please leave that grid
blank and immediately notify your Director of Special 000000
Education. The Director of Special Education should 610101010]0]
immediately call the Project PRIME office (512-397-5385) 000000
to clarify what the ¢orrect teacher identification code 51016101016
number should be. If the-teacher identification code 151010101010
sumbers do correspond, proceed to darken in the appro- C)CjC)C)C)C)
oriate numbered circles below the number you have written 510161016]0)
inlt:he blanks provided in the Teacher Code grid. (Look oYolo101010]
E U acher Code grid example.) mr Yo15101010]
wﬁg; ©. 253 P@e®O®OY
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1f the numbers have not corresponded between the Teacher Code Number Listing
and the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing, do not darken in the circles until
the Director of Special Education has notified you of the correct six~-digit iden-
tification mumber. When you have been given the correct six-digit identification
number, be sure that you make the necessary corrections on either the Teacher Code
Number Listing or the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing, whichever change is
appropriate. The six-digit number in the blanks provided in the Teacher Code grid
should now be the corrected teacher identification code number. Be sure to darken
in the numbered circles corresponding to the corrected number you have written in
the boxes in the Teacher Code grid.

Having checked for correspondence between the Teacher Code Number Listing and
the abbreviated Pupil Code Mumber Listing and made any changes necessary to assure
correspondence, on all subsequent machine-scorable answer sheets for this child, you
may refer to either the Teacher Code Number Listing or to the abbreviated Pupil Code
Number Listing for obtaining the six-digit Teacher Code for the selected classroom
teacher.

The specific instructions for each instrument included in this handbook
indicate whether the Teacher Code should be that of the child's selected classroom
teacher or one of the other teachers he sees. For example, the Teacher Rating Scale
should be given to every teacher that sees a specific child. Any given teacher's
identification code number can be found on the Teacher Code Number Listing. The
teachers that a child sees can be determined from the Teacher-Pupil Information
Worksheet.

PUPIL CODE: The Pupil Code is a seven-digit number (for example, 5014321)
found on the Pupil Code Number Listing. The pupil code number is the seven-digit
number on the left side of the Pupil Code Number Listing and precedes the last name,
first name, middle initial of each pupil for a given class. The pupil's name is
followed by his select code.

The appro; riate seven-digit pupil :dentification code number for a given
questionnaire c:n be found by referring to the Pupil Code Number Listing. The
zever-digit pupil identification code nwiber should be written one digit per box
in the blank spezes provided in the Pupi Code grid. :

Before darkening in the circles corresponding with the digits you have written,
check thet this seven-digit pupil identijication
code number agre¢es with the seven-digit pupil iden- PUPIL CODE
tification code number on the abbreviated Pupil Code
Number Listing, if.the pupil is one of the selected
children. If the numbers do not correspond, please
leave that grid blank and immediately notify your
Director of Special Education. The Director of Special
Education should immediately call the Prc¢ ject PRIME
office (512-397-5385) to clarify what the correct pupil
identificition code number should be. Ii the pupil
identific ition code numbers do correspond, proceed to

. darken in the nuribered circles below corresponding to
aumbers y u have written in the blanks provided in the
Pupil Cod:: grid. (Look at Pupil Code grid example.)

OIoISIOIGIOIOICIONC)
OLISIOIOIOIOICIOIO]
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elolelololololclele]

ERIC T 25

IToxt Provided by ERI




-5-

1f the numbers have not corresponded between the Pupil Code Number Listing and
the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing, do not darken in the circles until the
Director of Special Education has notified you of the correct seven-digit identifi-
cation number. When you have been given the correct seven-digit pupil identification
number, be sure that you make the necessary corrections on either the Pupil Code
Number Listing or the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing, wherever the correction
is appropriate. The seven-digit number in the blanks provided in the Pupil Code grid
should now be the corrected pupil identification code number. Be sure to darken in
the numbered circles corresponding to the corrected number you have written in the
boxes in the Pupil Code grid.

Having checked for correspondence between the Pupil Code Number Listing and
the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing and made any changes necessary to assure
correspondence, on all subsequent answer sheets for this child, you may refer to
either the Pupil Code Number Listing or to the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing
for the saven-digit Pupil Code number (for ome of the selected children).

The specific instructions for each instrument included in this handbook indi-
cate whether the Pupil Code should be that of a selected child or possibly ome of
his other peers. For example, Your School Days should be given to every child in a
gelected classroom. Any given child's identification code number can be found on
the Pupil Code Number Listing.

SELECT CODE: The Select Code is a one-digit number, ranging from 0 to 9, to
be found on the Pupil Code Number Listing. The select code number is the omne-digit
number on the right side of the Pupil Code Number Listing and follows the name of
each child., 1If a child is not one of the selected children, he will not have a
Select Code indicated on the Pupil Code NMumber Listing. For these children, the
Select Code number should be 5.

The single digit select code number for a given child should be written in
the box provided in the Select Code grid. '

Before darkening in the circle corresponding to the digit you hcve written,
check that this one-digit select code number agrees with the one-digit select code
number on the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing )
(if the pupil is one of the select children). If SELECT
the numbers do not correspond, please leave that CODE
grid blank and immediately notify your Director
of Special Education. The Director of Special
Education should immediately call the Project
PRIME office (512-397-5385) to clarify what the
correct S:lect Code number should be. If the Select
Code numb(rs do correspond, proceed to darken in
the corre: ponding numbered circle below the number
you have vritten in the blank provided in the Select
Code grid. (Look at Select Code grid example.)

©00eeeeeoe[]

1f the numbers have not corresponded between
the Select Code number indicated on the Pupil Code Number Listing and the abbreviated
Pt?il Code Number Listing, do not darken in the circles until the Director of Special
RJ!:ation has notified you of the coiéﬁggione-digit Select Code number. When you
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have been given the correct one-digit Select Code number, be sure that you make the
necessary corrections on either the Pupil Code Number Listing or on the abbreviated
Pupil Code Number Li:..’'ng, wherever the change is appropriate. The single-digit
number in the blank provided in the Select Code grid should now be the corrected
Select Code number. Be sure to darken in the numbered circle corresponding to the
corrected Select Code you have written in the box in the Select Code grid.

Having checked for correspondence between the Select Code number on the Pupil
Code Number Listing and the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing and made any
changes necessary to assure correspondence, on all subsequent machine-scorable answer
sheets for this child, you may refer either to the Pupil Code Number Listing or to
the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing for the single-digit Select Code (for one
of the Selected Children).

Remember, if a pupil is not a selected child, his Select Code should be entered
as 5.

GRADE CODE: The Grade Code is a single alpha-numeric value (letter or number)
to be Found on the Pupil Code Number Listing. The Grade Code is indicated by ''s"
for a self-contained special education class or a number 1-6, standing for grades
one through six respectively. The Grade Code is located at the top of the Pupil Code
Number Listing. The Pupil Code Number Listing i: arranged alphabetically by class
by school. Thus, the grade indicated at the top of the Pupil Code Number Listing
would be the grade to enter in the Grade Code gr 4 for any child whose name appeared
on that particular Pupil Code Number Listing for a specific teacher.

The Grade Code for a given child should be written in the box provided in the
Grade Code grid.

Before darkening in the circle correspondirg to the alphanumeric value you
have written in the .box, check that this Grade Ccde
agrees with the Grade Code on the abbreviated Pupil
Code Number Listing, if the pupil is one of the GRADE
selected children. If the numbers do not correaspond,
please leave that grid blank and immediately notify
your Director of Special Education. The Director
of Special Education should immediately call the
Project PRIME office (512-397-5385) to clarify what
the correct Grade Code should be. If the Grade
Codes correspond, proceed to darken in the appro-
priate circle below the alpha-numeric value you
aave written in the box provided in the Grade
Code grid. (Look at Grade Code grid example.)

Peeeeee[]

1f the Grade Code for the Pupil Code Numbe; Listing and the abbreviated Pupil
Code Number Listing do not correspond, do not darken in the circles until the Director
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of Special Education has notified you of the correct Grade Code. When you have
been given the correct Grade Code, be sure that you make the necessary corrections
on either the Pupil Code Number Listing or on the abbreviated Pupil Code Number
Listing, wherever the change is appropriate. The alpha-numeric value in the box
provided in the Grade Code grid should now be that of the correctéd Grade Code.

Be sure to darken in the appropriate circle below the alpha-numeric value you have
written in the box.

Having checked for correspondence between the Grade Code on the Pupil Code
Number Listing and the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing and made any changes
necessary to assure correspondence, on all subsequent machine-scorable answer
sheets for this child, you may refer either to the Pupil Code Number Listing or
to the abbreviated Pupil Code Number Listing for the Grade Code.

Remember, if a pupil is not a selected child, his Grade Code should correspond
to the Grade which is printed on the Pupil Code Number Listing for his/her class.

You have now completed the standard header information. It is hoped that
these instructions will answer your questions related to the six grids emtitled
District Code, School Code, Teacher Code, Pupil Code, Select Code and Grade. If
vou have any questions, call your Director of Special Education.
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IMPORTANT DIRECTIONS
FOR MARKING NCS MACHINE-SCORABLE ANSWER SHEETS

The NCS Answer Sheets will be read by a machine. It is

important that you follow these rules carefully:

1. Use a gsoft lead pencil (No. 2).

2. Make heavy black marks that completely fill the circle.

PROPER marks IMPROPER marks

oY JJoX oY | (O ®0 FO O]

3. Completely erase any answers you wish to change.

4, Do not make any stray marks on the answer sheets.
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TEST ADMINISTRATOR QUESTIONNAIRE

{(To be filled out hy the test admiaistrator and returned to the
Special Educatiom Director)

School District:
Distri~t Code:
School Campus:
School Code:

Age: Less than 25
25 = 35
36 - 45
46 ~ 55

—_ Over 55

Sexs Male

Female

Ethnic Group: Anglo
Black
Mexican~American

Oriental

Other (specify)

Years teaching experiences Substitute« teaching only
Less than one year

One year

Two « thr:e year§

Over thre.  years

261




College Degree: None, never attended collegé or attended less
than a year .

None, but attended college at least one year
____ None, but attended college more than two years
= o Associate degree

—___ Bachelor's
Master's
Ph.D.

Other (specify)

11

Couvses in testing: None

One

Two or more

Types of teaching (and/or educational) certification (check omne or more)

Full Special
Certification

tlementary certification

Secondary certification

Special education certification (in any area)
Visiting teacher

Educational diagnostician

Counse¢ ling

Supervisor and/or Administrator

Associat e school psychologist or school
psycholc gist

None

AR
T

"
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PROJECT PRIME

SPECIAL EDUCATION DIRECIOR CHECK LIST

Check List for Return of Questionnaire Material

You do not need to open any of the envelopes containing the questionnaire
answer sheets. You should check to see if you have one envelope contain-
ing the following answer sheets for each selected class:

1. NCS answer sheets for Let's Pretend.

2. NCS answer sheets for How Do You Feel?

3., Children's answer sheets for About You and Your Friend.

4. NCS answer sheets for About You and Your Friend.

5. Children's answer sheets for Your School Days. -

6. NCS answer sheets for Your School Days.

7. Children's answer sheets for Guess ¥no (Children's ;ersion).
8. NCS answer sheets for Guess Who (Children's version).

9. NCS answer sheets for How I Feel Toward Others.

10. NCS answer sheets for Guess Who (Teacher's version).

You snould check to see if you have an envelope containing NCS answer sheets
for the teacher rating scale for each selected child.

Group all the envelopes from each school campus together.

___ Do you have the correct number and type of envelobe from each school
campus?

___ Is the information requested on each envelope filled in?
Are there problem report sheets for easch test administrator?
Are there time schédule report sheets for each test a..inistrator?

— Have you collécted all the unused or left over test materials (instru-
ments, answer sheets, and manuals)?

Mail all the envelopes containing the answer sheets and the unused testing

materials to the Austin office of Project PRIME using the enclosed mailing
labeis.
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TEXAS NDUCATION AGENCY AUSTIN, TEXAS
g e STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 18711
o STATE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION : T
o BTATE DEPARTMEN?T OF EDUCATION

Qctober 15, 197

.

TO: THE SUPERINTENDENT ADDRESSED

Dr. Edgar's letter of September 24, 1971, detziled the importance of <~he
evaluation of comprehensive special education (Project PRIME), On October &
and 5 the Director of Special Education from jour school district attended a
conference concerning Project PRIME. At that conference the nature of the
Project PRIME evaluation was described and the responsibilities of local
Directors of Special Education were outlined. I greatly appreciate’ your
Direcwor's enthusiasm concernding Project PRIME and his willingness to par-
ticipate in the study despite his fulltime commitment to the ongoing special
education progran.

Basea on information provided by your Director of Special Education, certain
elementary schools in your district have been Selected to participate in the
Project PRIME evaluat:.on. The names of these campuses and the principals
involved are indicated on the attached memorandum. I cannot overempnasize
the priority assigned to the successful completion of Project PRIME, and the
enthusiastic cooperation of the participating teachers and principals will
certainly be a major factor in that success.

Part of the thrust of the comprehensive special educa.ion program is to
provide special education services to handicapzed childrcen without un-
necewnarily isolating them from their normal p2ers. To evaluate this
feature of' the comprehensive cpecial education program, it will be neces:cary
to obtain information avoul normal ac well as handicapped children. We

need assurance that the integration of handicapped children is not detri~
mental to the education of either normal or handicapped children.

In addition, one of the major goals of all ed .cational programs in Texas,
includins the special education program, ras .een Lo assure the continued
emotional and social development of all children. “harctore we will be
administering nob only academic achievement tesis but ulso Lests of emollonal
and social development.,

IL i widely asreed that, ‘the classroor is the fundamental unit in the

educat ionia) process. Project PRIME intends to observi: children in the class-
room setbing an well ao obbain i serics of te .l scores. The leacher will be
acked Lo 111 out some Gueslionmaires aboul t.e classrcoom, bu'. we anticiputs
Lhal, theoe achivitics will take o minmum of .he teacaer's time and will not
interrupt, normil classroom achivilies. Cooperation by the teachers is
sreally appreciated, as it is a necessary element in :he success of Project

PRIV,
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in all the inrormntion collected by Project PRIME the anonymity of all
school eampuses, prineipals, beachers, and children who participate in the
study will be carefully protected. FProject PRIME will give each student
and Leacher a code number and the identity of these code numbers will be
wnown ouly Lo the project director. Project PRIME will not be used to
evaluale any local district's special or regular educational programs. It
s an evaluition of the state's program. Hopefully, it will provide guide-
lines which local districts can use to do local evaluations.

The importance of the principal in the successful conpletion of Project
PRIME is obvious. The study will add responsibilities and activities to
your principals' already crowded schedules. Please 'extend to them my
aporeciation for their cooperation and enthusiasm. I hope that they realize
the significance of the role they are playing in this evaluation.

Your Djrector of Special Education has already received achievement testing
materials. I realize that the October 31 deadline for the completion »f
achievement testing presents your Director with quite a chdallenge. If the
staff of Project PRIME can be of any assistance to your Director, please
feel Iree to call either 512/475-3504 or 512/475~5385 and ask for Mr. Jerry
Vlasak or Dr. Judith Agard.

Sincerely,

SN, . -

(X -0 1 [L. 7) 10'&(&} i w{)/ ' ‘
Robert A. Montgomery | .

issistant Commissioner of Education
for Special Education and Special Schools

RAM:bs
Enclosure: Copies for distribution to other concerned personnel

cc Special Education Director




ucation Agency 201 East Eloventh Strect

Austin, Teqas
¢ STATE.B0ARD OF EDUCATION : ] . 28701
o STATE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION .
o STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Decenmber 20, 1971
TO THE SUPERINTENDENT ADDRESSED: . . N

[

We are very appreciative of the time your Special Education Director was
able to spend at the recent.Workshop for Project PRIME. We realize that
a large=-scal: avaluacién such as Project PRIME involves a lot of effort
. from everyon: concerned, but we feel certain that the.information col-
lected throush Project PRIME will provide us with answers to-many of
"the questions and concerns involved in the new State Plan for Special

Education.

During the next few months, we will be involved in the most critical
part of the Project PRIME evaluation. We will be administering atti-
tudinal, social and self-concept questiéﬁnaires to the children, and
rating scales, attitudinal scales and background information question=-
naires to the teachers. We will also begin observing the handicapp;d

and -elected non-handicapped children during their school days.
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Page 2 December 20, 1971

Enclosed in this packet is a set of the instruments we will be using
this January for Project PRIME. ﬁé are also enclosing for your general
information an overview of Project PRIME and the' calendars which relate
to the Project schedule. These instruments have been carefully reviewed
by professional personnel at the Texas Education Agency, at the Bureau
for the Education of the Handicapped, and at universities throughout

the country. They have als; been reviewed by local school superinten-
dents and field tested by'students in selected Texas school systems.

A letter from Dr. Brockette indicating his approval of these instruments is
enclosed. We realize that the administration of these quest;onnairés
and the observation of children will be time consuming. Project PRIME
‘is willing to assume financial responsibility for this phase of the
Project. The Project is willing to pay the districts' substitute teach-
er pay rate to personnel you choose to hire to assist you. The obser-
vation of thc handicapped and contrast children requires one week of
training at tie Regional Service Center for the personnel you have ar-
ranged to do the observing. Project PRIME will pay the observers qpe
standard USOE special institute stipend of $75. ber week while they are

attending the Workshop and will also pay per éiem and travel expenses.

In a few cases, it maﬁ'be necessary for some tcachers to f£!1l out certain

instruments during their non-teaching time. This should be a very infre-

<68




Page 3 _ ) December 20, 1971

quent occurrence. We are willing in these cases to pay the hourly
substithte teacher rate to the regular classroom teacher for their
time in filling out these instruments. Alternatively, we can arrange
to pay substitute teachers to take over the regular teacher's class
while she completes these forms. In most cases, however, we expect
that the teachers' instruments can be filled out during the time that
the questionnaire administrator is administering instrument§ to the
children.

We appreciate your district's éooperation. We know that without your
full support, we would never be able to find out answers to the questions
that con.2rn us all. Should you have additional questions concerning
these or other matters concerni;g Project PRIME, please feel free to
aontact Bob Winn (512-475-3508) or Dr. Judy Agard (512-397-5385).

Very truly iours,

QMQ.WJ i,

Robert A. Montgomery
Assistant Co-missioner of Education
for Special Education and Special Schools

*

RAM:jm
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» STATE COMMISSIONLI OF COUCATION
e STAIL I PARTMUNT (i T'DUCATION

December 20, 1971

TO PROJLCT PRIMUE PARTICIPANTS:

As you arc awarc, Project PRIME is a cooperative rescarch
and c¢valuation project between the Texas LEducation Agency
and the Burcau of Education for the Handicapped. Alxl
test instruments in Project PRIME thus nmust be approved
by both partics.

To safcguard thac public schools from being asked to dupli-
cate i:formation or giv information tnct would not be
re¢levant to important decision-making at the state level,
a Reports Meznagement Systcm has been cscablished by the
Texas Lducation Agency. The following list of test docu-
nents in Project PRIME has been approved by cuar Reports
Management System:

Teacher Rating Scale
ifow I Fcel Toward Cthers
Let's Pretead
llow Do You Fcel?
Guess Who
About You and Your Friends
Your School Days
Classroom Climatc Quecstionnaire,
Tcach»r #ackgrcund Questionnaire
Tcacher Qucsulonnalrc on Sciccted Chlldrcn
Chllur :ns' Quest onnaire
Uaplecasuntness Survey ,
Tecacher Attituds Questionnaire
Understanding and Gereral Information on
Exceotional Children

FPULULIVFRP WU AN
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OVERVIEW OF PROJECT PRIME:
A JOINT SPERIAL EDUCATION RESFARCH-EVALUATION PROJECT
DETWEEN THE BUREAU OF EDUCATION FOR THE HANDICAPPED

AND THE TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY

Discussion Draft

December 20, 1971
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OVERVIEW OF PROJECT PRIME

Operating since 1945, the Division of Special Education has always
been dedicated to meeting the needs of handicapped children. 1In the
twenty years between 1945 and 1965, expanded services were made available
to mentally retarded, deaf-blind, emotionally disturbed, and bra}n-injured
children; these services included the extension of age-limits and of the
number of units providing instruction, the addition of more effective
teaching materials and professional instructional personnel, znd the pzo=
vision of transportation allotments for exceptiomal children. 1In late
1966, Title VI of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 was
passec¢ and funded in order to make federal funds available to school disw
tricts' special education programs in the various states. A Texas Education
Agency inedepth study required under this legislation revealed a great need
for even more widely expanded services, additional teachers, and increased
funds for appraisal, materials, transportation, and consultants. Several
additional statewide studies in the next few years focused on the need to
provice more comprehensive services to special education students thLroughout
the state.,

A 1967 ESEA, Titlé VI amendment provided funds directly to the State
Department of Education for the-initiation, improvement, and expansion of
educational services to handicapped children; between 1967 and 1969 a wide
variety of projects was funded either on a statewide basis or through the
twenty Education Service Centers. The priority areas covered by these

projects were pupil appraisal, staff development, and new strategies, and

by 197) the number of special education units in Texas had increased by 380.

‘ ¥ 272




Ciearly, ihe accomplishments in spccial education during these years fc:?
shadow Plan A in the move toward more comprehensive and individually appli.
cable services to exceptional children.

Prior to the passage of Semate Bill 230 in 1969, which was the major
catalyst to change, the limitations on the freedom of all local school
districts in comprehensively serving their handicapped children derived
from the way in which state funds were allocated (federal funds were generally
channelled through the Regional Education.SerQice Centers). The adminis«
trative procedure was (and still is for Plan B schools) to allocate money
or. the basis of the actual number of identified handicapped pupils by dise
ability categories. Since these pupils had to be counted separately from
the district’; eligible ADA pupils in regular classroém units, littie
flexirility w;s allowed in programming. It was simply not feasible tc
implenent innovative proprams involving integration of handicapped children
into regular classrooms, and in most cases the special education pupils
remained in selfecontained classes. (Some Plan B schools have successfully
introduced such programs into their curricula, but this has been done oul
a limited basis.)

This noneintegrative, selfecontained approach has obvious drawbacks.
There is the frequently-raised objection'that certain types of handicapped
children could make more impressive educational gains in a normal classroosie
There is the hostility of minority groups who resent the real oz imagined
prejudice involved in segregating handicapped children into separate classes.
There 1is the stigm placed'on the special education pupil himself which
affects his emotional, social, and educational growth. And the funding
procedure described above places undue emphasis on the child's handicapping

condition rather than on his educational needs, which could often be better
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served through an integrative approach in the classroom.

The many statewide studies conducted in the few years preceding 1970,

the real need to expand special education services into a more comprehensive

and flexible program, and recognition of the limitations posed by the system

of funds allocation all contributed to the passage of Senate Bill 230 in

1969 and its funding in the 1970-71 school year.

Implementation of Plan A

Some of the new services authorized by Semate Bill 230 included:

1.
2.
3.

4,
5.
6.

7.

Extension of the age limit for all exceptional children to
ages 3 through 21, thus providing for Early Childhood Education.

Extension of the pilot program for the emotionally disturbed
into a statewide programe :

Addition of Language and/or Learning Disabilities as a new
categorye.

Addition of services for pregnant Students.

Allocition of funds for teacher aides and for sup;ortive profes-

_ sional personnel.

Programs may be allocated on a 10, 11, or 12 month basis.

Allocation of funds for appr:isal services, materials, consultants,
special seating, special comrunications equipment, and special
transportation where needed.

A new State Plan was developed on the basis of this legislation and

established a target date of September 1, 1976 for full implementation of

the comprehensive special education program, Plan A. The most obvious

distinguishing characteristic nf Plan A is its administrative procedure

for allocating state funds to local schosl districts: special education

resources are directed to the districts on the basis of the total numbers

of pupils in ADA, rather than on the basis of the numbers of identified

handicapped pupils. Thus, these funds constitute something of a 'bonus'’

i S




for the district; money for 20 special education teachers, 7 aides, and

_3 supportive professional personnel is available for each 3,000 pupils in
ADA, regardless of the actual special education population in the district.
The school districts are free to determine their educational needs and
develop plans on how to use their resources to meet these priorities.
Emphasis is placed on the educational needs of the children rather .nan om
their handicapping condition, anJ integration of handicapped children into
regular classrooms becomes a real pdssibility.

This new flexibility, designed to emable the local school district te
determine an& meet its own educational needs, offers the district a wide
variety of :upportive professicnal personnel from which to choose: Special
Education Counselor, Special Education Supervisor, Educational Diagmostician,
Special Education Visiting Teacher, School Psychologist, Associate School
Psychologist, Consultative Services Personnel. Each of these specialists
offers expertise and experience in ; cert;in ﬁroblem area, and the district
may hire ther in any combination which it deems appropriate.

A wide variety of instructiinal arrangements is also made available
and offers the local school district even more flexibility in treating its

y ) Vi

nﬁicapégd chilliren. me of téese teachiﬂ& wzrangpmﬁnts include gresource

\ ,,,- "» \

&doés in which instructidén is given for a few periods a'day} the usy 'of

s mams

iyin nnnr special education teachers qP instruxt pupils on more than one
s;?oolapampu§, and diagnostic classes }n which \rddengk' learning disabil-
it&é@ can' be diagnosed preparalory to as;ignlng ;‘om toﬁfpecial programs.
The new Plan A philosophy, which stresses a greater cumprehensiveness
in aiding the handic;pped child and his teacher, @Skes pussible a changed
attitude toward appraisal. The émphasls in educational diagnosis is now

placed on determining the individual child's educational needs rather than

on simply labeling and segreeating him; the trend is to return the chila
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to the rormal classroom whenever he can profit from regular services.
Special education programs can benefit not only from the expanded appraisal
services of diagnostic teachers and supportive professional personnel, but
also from the broadened services of the Euucation Service Centers which
help to identify and coordinate community resources that might be useful
in appraisals. The districts also have access to Regional Education
Service Center instructional materials which aid {n appraisal and teaching.
(A portion of each district’s special education materials money goes to,
the ESC for development of this program.) And money is allocated for
special education consultative purposes, 50 percent of which goes to the
ESCs for the development of consultative-related programs.‘

Due to this multiplicity of imstructional resources and to the school
districts' x2sponsibility for providing long~ and shorterange plans in
meeting exceptional children's needs, a new era of flexibility is opening
up in :secial education. Never before have schools been able to adapt
resources so creatively in the attempt to alleviate the prcblems of
nandicapped children.

At present, 29 districts across the state have adopted Plan A prograws
and axg experimenting with various innovative methods of dealing with their
speciat fducptipn%studonts, particularly those methods involving integraclon
of handi%appid chlldren into normal classrooms. These 29 districts were
chosen bekause they were representative of the differences found in schools
throughout the state; each yezx a new group of districts will be added |
until 1976, when all Texas special education programs will be operating

under Plan A.




Project PRIME

As local school districts across the state begin implementing the

wide variety of flexible programs made possible by Plan A, Project PRIME*

will observe the operation and evaluate the effectiveness of these programs,

especially those hinging upon integration of handicapped children into
regular classrooms. In fact, the primary aims of the project are to
determine which handicapped children can benefit from integration and co
pinpoint the conditions unfer which integration is most successful. The
project is also concerned with discovering whether those factors which
lead to social, emotional, and academic growth in normal children procuce
the same effects in handicapped children.

Specifically, some of the ques:ions the project hopes to answer axe:

1. What are the effects on handicapped children integrated into
regular classes?

2. What is the effect on nonshandicapped children on tne introe
duction of a handicapped child into their classroom?

3. How does the classroom :eacher react to this integration of

& fhaindiggigped childcen?
o What 3 %

L1 .
flhe best way to allocatexkhe special teaclers, resoust

'y persadhq} and professional staff jresources in a s}hool settink?

)

5 ‘How does*a continuum of educatiomnal services affect] the
1academic‘development ¢f normal and handicapped. cbixﬁren7 §
%
6. How does teacher behavier in the classroom affegt ! ge SOCﬁa&,
emotionai, and academic development of her studlyntSz

’

[}

,»v-"*:r,"‘

7. What is cPe effect of ineservice training for tdachers on the
social, emtional, and academic growth of studerts?

&

i

——a b *

It is hoped that Projéct PRIME will provide answers to these and many other

related questions.

*Programmed Rewentry Into Mainstream Ecducation

B ~Jr S

)
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The first study of its kind, Project PRIME links the United Stazos
Office of Education, the Texas Education Agency, and local school districts
in a cooperative three-year research evaluation effort. USOE's Bureau of
Education for the Handicapped will contribute a $1,000,000 graﬁt to cover
the federal role during the first yeaxr -of the project, and a separate
$110,000 grant authorized under the federal Education of the Handicapped
Act will finance TEA's role during the same period. Bureau of Education
for the Handicapped experts will be particularly concerned with collecting
and evaluating data from the local school districts, including school,
classroom, and student variables. The Texas Education Agency will focus
mainly on the administrative problems encountered by local districts,
regional Education Service Centers, and the state during the implementatic :
of new programs; TEA will also be responsible for collection of community
and school district data. The findings thus gleaned by the federal and
state experts will hopefully lead to further knowledge and innovations
in special education both in Texas and throughout the country.

Although many educators in past years have recognized that significan:
gains can derive from the integration of certain types of handicapped

xlchilhren into re%ylargclassrooms, %ﬁere has not yet appeared an exhaustive
t ‘ .

L 1 - i.o
and valid research study on this su&jtct. The most common failure in prev.ous
. .? [Y
- studies has been the neglect of theireiatiohship hoat--~ | process and produ:t

\ '
variables, especially between the ac%pai approaches taken in the classroom

and the observable results in pupils' educatjonal growth. There nhis ocen
* * ] .

‘ [y
a bare minimém of classrdom obsefvation connected with these studi:s, and
: A . )
a resulting tiend to neglect empirical data in favor of theoreticalw
: i
* -
philosophical®opinion. Even if ékacher variables were considered (age,
] '3

- 1

h

background, etc.), teachi&g approaches in integrated classrooms - thc only

. o . BEST CUPY AVAILABLE




variables that can be manipulated ~ have been ignored. Aad various
statistical and methodological failures further reduced the validity of
previous research, e.ge, the use of the pupil rather than the classxroom as
the unit of statistical analysise.

A consideravion of these problems makes evident the need for:

(a) A description of those factors both within and outside the
classroom which appear most relevant to the prediction of
successful outcomes

(b) The development of specific instructional programs to be used
in the classroom (and of other programs to be used with peer
*  groups, family groups, etc.)

(c) Methodologically sound experimentation with promising
"packages"

(d) The evaluation of those variables within such packages which
account for their success.

These research cbjectives constitute a general description of the aims
of the Project PRIME evaluation study.

The magnitude and complexity of the project necessitated an intensive
review of several previous research and evaluation efforts in order to
gain some insight into the speciai problems involved in an undertaking of

this scope. Those studieé reviewed include the Coleman Equal Educational

Opportunity project, the Westinghouse Head Start Evaluation, and the
Sesame Street Evaluation, all of which provided useful information. Yet -
it is also recognized that Project PRIME represents a unique research
effort since it is concerned with a state-wide program for the handicapped.
Experts and consultants from across the nation were also brought in
to help resolve issues regarding fezsibility, desig;, and instruvmentation
of the study. National expertise w.1ll continue fo be utilized in dealing

with problems of test and measurement, sampling, statistical analysis, and

special education program development.
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Project PRIME is anticipated to last for three years, denending upon
continuation of funding, and will involve observation and evaluation of
23 Plan A school districts across the state. Twenty Plan B districts, to
be Plan A in 197273, are included in the study in order to enlarge the
sample. Originally chosen for their apparent readiness for Plan A aud
their representativeness in such areas és size, location, socio~economic
status, and racial composition, the districts were gxamined to select
appropriate schools, classes, and students for the study. One-hundred-
forty=four schools and 657 classes were chosen, and about 1;100 handi-
capped children were picked randomly from grades 3 through 5 to ensure
diversity of race, handicapping condition, and type of special education
program. Only emotionally disturbed, educable mentally retarded, and
language/learning disabled pupils who were previously'placed in seli-
contained classrooms were considered for inclusion in the study.

Phase I. The primary objective during the first year of the project
will be to make extensive observations of integrated classroom situations
and collect descriptive data on relévant variables (student, teacher,
classroom, school, school district, community, and family). Initial
judgments can then be made concerning the effectiveness of the observed
teaching apéroaches in promoting student growth. Achievement testing wiil
be conducted eéiiounk the school year soon after the handicapped children
enter the regular classes, and in the spring at the end of the school year.
An intensive observational system will be empléyed to gather pertinent
information about the teacher, behavior manragement, and tezcher-child
interactions. Also, tests for personal growth and social development will

be administered, and questionnafre: reflecting teacher attitudes will be

completed and studied.

-9_.
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During the first year several proctotype intervention packages will
be developed including not only mocdification of aspects of teacher behavior
but also modification of the peer culture or the home~school relationship.
Treatment programs for tentative uie during the second year will be
developed.

Phase II and II1. Continued olloweup of first-year programs and

findings will take place during th- next phase of the study and will
provide a background for further r-search. The major aim of thé second
and third years of the project wil be to put the previously determined
"winning packages' into effect so that they may be studied in more depth.
Approximately four distinct treatmdnts and a nostreatment control group
will be analyzed according to cert:in variables. Judgments can then be
drawn concerning the relative effectiveness of various treatments or the
absolute effec;iveness of such plarned treatmenté over an ''unplanned!'
"tiaatment situation. Also, inform: tion can be gathered about the overail
results of integrating handicapped children into normal classrooms.
Refinement ~f the treatments that seem to work best according to

secondeyear data will be the main priority of year three. Treatments

will be assigned to as many classe: as possible in an effort to increase

1 \Qi“ . the validity of {revious findings, and ways of modifying and irproving
R T L N %, . % ‘ * ¢
12! > the larger Qreathents will be inve:aigated. i ég ) \ i
i . ‘
B S Lo
4 .
Project PRIME's findings will certainly beiof great importance not 1 !
o . ,
only to TEA and BEH, but also to lczal school districts. In the reaim \
A

of déta collectionﬁ for example, lccal districts will realize almost
! LY
irmediate gains dué to the use of Fegional Service Center and local

VAR &

nersonnel for tnis operation. 1f substitute school teachers from each
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district are employed as observers and data collectors, the knowledge anc
training they receive through the Regional Education Service Centers wiil
mean residual long-term benefits !or the local districts. And the intensive
study in which they are participating will provide local teachers, special
education directors, and other peisonnel with a greater knowledge of and
confidence in the programs they are developing to meet their districts?
particular needs.

The implications of a study such as PRIME, both for TEA and for BEH,
are obvious.‘ Among many benefits resulting from the project will be the

following:

le The results will be used to evaluate the fiveeyear planning of
goals, objectives, and strategies of implementation for Special
Education in Texas.

2. The results will provide feedback for the Texas legislature
for altering Senate Bill 230.

3+ The results will help establish administrative policy and guides
for integrating handicapped children into regular classes. -

4. The results will help provide pertinent information to local
education agencies for integrating handicapped children into
regular classes.

5. The results will have implications as regards the pupil appraisal
process.

6. The results from the process/product paradigm will have direct
implications for the presservice and in-service training programs
) for teachexjs. A
i

i w'sti N ; 1 ‘va .

) 7. The study fa &Yd strategies amployed can sensitize professionats
a

other are to'the needs of special education.

8. The data f.ég the study will prgvide the fieid with a data bank .
f

for use in ture research at low cost.
‘ .

[
9. The study has%potential for serviug as a demonstration model for
largewscale impact studies.

10. The study will produce in:;truments developed specifically for
handicapved children.

11, The results have potentfal for immediate and wide adoption in
other states.

-11-
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Maierials for Spring Achievement Testing -

.1" Memo to Project PRIME district
+2 Guidelines for Test Administration
.3 Problem-Time Report Sheets

*

.4 Test Administrator Questionnatre




. 10: peJECT PRIME COORDINATORS . . ,f. g

on:  SPRING ACHIEVEMENT TESTING

Hi. One more river to cross.

" BEnclosed are all the materials for the spring achievement testing.
You should have: '
. | 1) A roster of all the children to be tested in your district
e . -+ (including the level of test they should receive and their

select teacher's name). R

.2) Guidelines For Test Administration, which should be read by ail

test administrators. This spring fomm is not exactly the same as

the fall form, so the changes should be noted before testing any

children. ' A S
I . . 1 ' . [ y - ’ o '...

'3) New problem-time report sheets. One of thése report sheeis should
be filled out by each test administrator imnediately" afier each
_ testing session. (For example, after giviﬁg PI, Tests 3, 2).

4) Teacher's Directions for tte enclosed MAT levels. (These directions

are for the test administrs tofs, of course).

. 5) Enough MATs of each level to test all the PRIME children on the

enclosed roster.

4

-OTE: The roster of children to be tested is as accurate as we couid

. make it. We want-to test all th> children stil'l left in your district
vho were given the‘ fall MAT for PRIME, as well as get achievement data
on those children who, although they missed the fall testing, were given

o
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. flexible at this point.

questionnaires or were observed. If we have no data at all on a chiie
he does not have to be tested this spring. (If a control, for exampie,
~ was chosen for an E child just a week or so ago, that new contvol wowld
not be tested). There may be a mistake on your roster (although ve . .
 checked all Tosters twice before they left the Austin office}. Our

~ scheduling of children with certain levels of test was based on ..he

format explained in the Guidelines, p. 2. If we have .a child dovm fa*'

the wrong level of test, please call us before'.you give t‘ne‘child a ’
Jevel different than the one on the roster. . SRR »
_ Test administrators can be PRIME observers, questiomnaire administrators,
fall achievement test administrators or anyone on your staff. We ars

C S .

| The only major change ih the testing pmcedure.involve's the testing of'
EMR children on PI and PII. A: explained at the bottom ;')f page 2 of
the Guidelines, if an EMR chilc cannot handle the materiel in PI, that '
' child does not have to be tested on PII. However, some certification '
must be obtained that the child cannot handle the material in PII al

* all (for example, the child docs not know his alphabet). This certi-

_fication may be from the child's teacher, .from the principal, from you

or fmm anyone other than.the tast admmstrator who knows the Cﬂ;a.(i 5
acadanic, capacities. It shoulé be included in the packet o: tosts




rveturned to the Austin office. , e ' L P o
Hope this answers most of the questions. If t.here are any IoTe, o
- eall person-to-persorn collect, as always. R S ,'._-'. Lo
. PR :-q . “* . ' ' . "..xv;» 1.;7.»',' . -..A...r - . ' . : L. -',':, :._ ‘¥J:,‘ﬁ‘. ".:.\e’.’.... ‘.'.-
oo e Person coordmatmg spring acm.evemant
. T T testing for PRIMB
et e a.l:jm o ; . - :':.,.'...:
BEnclosurss | L
‘ . . ..',"" .". .
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GUIDELINES FOR TEST AIMINISTRATION

ORIENTATION

Your special education director will give you a list of handicappéd
and normal children (and their teachers) who are the focus of Project
PRIME. The special education director will also call the principal of .
the school where you will be testing and arrange clearance for you to
test these selected children. However, you will need to contact the
principal before you begin contacting teachers within his school.

During this initial contact with the principal, you should find out
where in the school you will take the children to be tested. In
addition, the principal may wish to give you other information that

will make testing easier. After meeting with the principal, vou shouid
contact each teacher whose ckildren are involved in the project to intro-

duce yourself.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR TEST ADMINISTRATIOL!

Both the handicapped children :nd the selected non-handicapped children
from the classroom will be given the Metropolitan Achievement Test. All

children receiving the same version of this test may be tested toge:her

in a group.
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Child Test to administer Estimated time

EMR's Primary I (reading, arith.) 90 Minutes
and Primary II (reading,
arith.) 126 Minutes
ED's, LLD's, MBI's and Primary II (reading, arith.) 126 Minutes

3rd Grade Regulars

ED's, LLD's, MBI's und ] ]
4th Grade Regulars Elem. (reading, arith.) 130 Minutes

ED's, LLD's, MBI's and
Sth Grade Regulars Intermed. (reading, arith.) 125 Minutes

No more than one —test unit (eg. reading or arithmetic) should be given in 2
single morning or in a single afternoon to any particular group of children,
but it is okay to test different groups of children on different tests on
the same morning or afternoon. .

If a child is absent during any phase of the testing, schedule a makeup
session as soon as possible. Makeup tests can be scheduled whenever there is
sufficient time for them. However, be sure that a given child is not tested
twice in a single morning or in a single afternoon. If there are any makeups
for the Primary I tests, they should be given as soon as possible so that the
children can go on to Primary II. Do no{: give a child Primary II before his
Primary I battery has been completed. Some children may have a great deal
of trouble with Primary T (for example, a retarded child who cannot read at
all). In cases where the child cannot handle even the basic material in
Primary I, you may skip giving that child Primary II. In these situations,
ycu should get a note from the teacher or the principal indicating that the

ctild cannot handle the Primary (I fom.*
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*Due to the problems and limitations inherent in administering a standara-
ized test to handicapped children, it may appear unfair to test these
children at all. The Metropolitan is only one of several perspectives
that PRIME is working from, and is certainly not a final or conclusive
judgement on a child's abilities.

SUGGESTED PROCEDURE :

Day 1. Morning - Prim. I, Tests 1, 2 Est. time = 30 Minutes
Elem., Tests 1, 2 Est. time = 40 Minutes

Inter., Tests 1, 2 Est. time = 40 Minutes

Afternoon-Prim. I, Test 3 : Est. time = 30 Minutes

Elem., Test S Est. time = 35 Minutes

Day 2. Morning - Inter., Test 5 Est. time = 35 Minutes
: Prim. I, Test 4 Est. time = 30 Minutes

Elem., Test 6 Est. time = 25 Miuutes
Afternoon-Inter., Test 6 Est. time = 25 Minutes

Elem., Test 7 Est. time = 30 Minutes

RARAKARRARRRARRAXKARERARRRRRLR SKIP A DAY ARKAARRRARRRRRRRXRRAXRIRKA KKKk ok

Day 3. Morning - Inter., Test 7 Est. time = 25 Minutes
Prim. II, Tests 1, 2 Est. time - 33 Minates
Afternoon-Prim. II, Test 3 Est. time = 30 Minutes
Day 4. Morning - Prim. II, Tests 5, 6 Est. time = 38 Minu‘ces‘-
Afternoon-Prim. II, Test 7 Est. time = 25 Minute:—w

The rationale for skipping a day between the second znd third days of
testing is to allow some 'breathing space' for the handicapped children
who «ill be tested on both the morning and afternoon of four days. Ob-
viously, the above sciiedule may have to be adapted according to the
availability of the children and according to the school's daily calendar.
Feel free to modify this schedule to fit your needs, but try to keep with-

in the suggested procedure as much as possible.



**Do not administer:
--the spelling section (Test 4) in the Primary II booklet.

--the language and spelling sections (Tests 3 and 4) in the
Elementary booklet

--the language, spelling, science and social studies sections
(Test 3, 4, 8 and 9) in the Intermediate booklet

TO TEST ADMINISTRATOR

The test administrator, collaborating with the school'’s principal, is
responsible for ensuring an efficient test administration. The responsibil-
ities include scheduling the test, ensuring a proper atmosphere for testing
and obtaining and distributing materials. If test results are to be compsrable
among the schools of a 3istrict, the conditioas under which the test is

administered must be standard.

SCHEDULING THE TESTS

Tests should be scheduled to motivate the students to do their best
work. Testing is best accomplished in the morning and early afternoon
on days other than those immediately preceding or following holidays or

school events which especially excite the students.

PREPARING AND STORING MATERIALS

When testing materials arrive, make a careful check to be sure they are
complete and appropriate. When they are not n use, the test materials should

not be ‘stored in the school building.
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MAXIMIZING MOTIVATION

An effort should be made to create a test situa.tion that is conducive tc
maximum motivation. Prior to the date of testing, it is advisabie to infoma
teachers of the kind of test to be given and its purpose. Special effort to
put the teachers at ease is essential to reduce the test anxiety of the stu-
dents, who very frequently reflect the..r teacher's attitudes. A student's
experiznce vith the use of an answer sheet may be quite frustrating. If
answer sneets are to be used, make ceriain that the children know how to use
them. The setting for the administration can also maximize motivation. If
possible, the testing room should be well-lighted, properly ventilated and
uncrowded. The testing situation should be free from interruptions: bells,
outside noises, student talking, etc. Any conditions that may be conducive
to undesirable cooperation between students during the testing should be elia-

inated.

HOW TO PREPARE FOR TESTING WITH THE METROPOLITAN

There are several things you should do one or two days before the tests
are to be administered. Taking care of these things before the testing starts
will help to instre smooth administration of the test and will make interpre-
tation of the resilts more meaningful. None of the steps requires more than
a few minutes of your time.

Fiwt, neview the test content. This is the material on which the
children are being evaluated. Look over the test booklet. Read the brief
description of test content given in the Teacher's Directions. If time

peimits, take the test yourself, in order to be able to reply more quickly

to questions raised by pupils.

-

<91



Second, read the section in the Teachen's Directions on the actual

directions for administerning Zhe test. This is probably the single most
important thing you can do to assure smooth and valid administration of
the test in your classroom. It would be helpful to administer the test
to another person without, of course, having the other person answer all
the questions. Just start the adainistration of the test, then stop, and
move on to the next-tast. Mark important transition i:oints or other places
in the directions where you think pupils may raise questions. Remember, if
you try to give the test without being familiar with the directions, the
pupils may be penalized.

Third, make sure you have 2 zomplete schedufe fon testing. You should
have a complete schedule, listiaz exact days and times during the day when

the tests are to be administerei.

GIVING THE METROPOLITAN

If you adequately prepa~ed for giving the test by reading through the
Teacher's Directions and looking over the test booklet, the administration
should proceed smoothly. In addition to the suggestions given, there are
several other hints that may help you in giving the test. First, and
probz;lbly most impbrtant, remember that it is your responsibility to see that
pupils Xnow what they are supposai to do in each part of the test. The best
way to do this is to read the directions verbatim. Then ask if there are any
questions. The directions have t™wen tried out with thousands of pupils of

L]

different ability levels and frox different parts of the country, so they
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should be clear. However, you should always give the pupils a chance to
raise questions if something is unclear. In answering questions, you may
reword the directions, work through sample items, or put samples on the
chalkboard. Under no circumstances should you help the cless or an indi-
vidual pupil on a specific test item. Just as with coaching before the
test, giving "hints" on specific items during the test will also prevent
you from getting the mosf accurate information about your pupils. In the
long Tun, it will hurt the pupils rather than help them. '

It is not unusual for some pupils to become discouraged during the
course of the test. After all, the tests are not built to be easy or to
enable every pupil to answer each item correctly. It is best to tell your
class that you know some of the items are very difficult and that you don't
expect them to get all the items right. On the other hand, the tests are
intentionally constructed so that each test begins with some very easy items.
Encourage the pupils to do their best since you imow that they all can get
some of the items right. As pupils move through the test, see that they
don't get "stuck" on one item. If a pupil seems to be ''stuck' on an itenm,
suggest that he move on to other items and come back to that item if Le
has time left.

Except for the tests that are teacher dictated, all the tests have time
limits. The time limits have been set to be generous so that most pupils will
have a chance to try all items or at least all items that they might be able
to answer correctly. You should never extend the time limit for a test. 3By
extending the time limit, you may give your pupils an unfair advantage over
other pupils and, again, this may prevent you from getting an accurate pic-

ture of their achievement levels.
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Up through the Elementary Battery, pupils are not told at the begimn._ ..

of a test how much time they have to work on a test. These pupils usually

do not respond well to timing, and telling them the time may just be a dis-

traction. However, if a pupil asks you how }mch time the class has for the

test, you may give the time limit. In the directions for the Intermediate

battery, pupils are told how much time they have for each test. Usually,

pupils at these levels have emough ''test sophistication" to know that most

tests are timed, and if they are not told the time, they will often ask for

it anyway.

SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONS

1.

Kiow the contents of the test and familiarize yourself with the
directions before the testing begins. .

Anticipate that you may have behavior problems and decide for
yourseif what procedures you might use to handle then.

Make sure each child has a #2 pencil (and an answer sheet, if
appropriate).

Make suive you have a watch or a clock in the room.

Move quietly about the room throughout ti.e testing.

Do not look over any student's shoulder long enough to make him
overly conscious of it.

Make certain that every examinee is following directions. If he .
has obviously misunderstood, speak quietly to him and direct him

in the proper way. Instructions may be supplemented with additional
comments, as long as the student is not given the answers to any

_ test item or the rationale behind it.

If the student is marking his answer sheet without reading the test
items, encourage him to study each item carefully.

If the examinee finishes before the time is up, encourage him to
work the problems a second time to check his work.

Prevent undesirable cooperation between students. D¢ not accuse
a student of cheating during the testing situation.

Do not converse either umecessarily or at length during the
actual testing. 294



FINAL INSTRUCTIONS TO TEST ADMINISTR'TORS

A. Be sure that the following information is written in the information
box on each booklet.

1. The child's name and code number

2. The date(s) of testing

3. The school's name and code nmumber

4. The child's teacher's name and code number

This should be the child's selected teacher's name, not necessarily
the name of the teacher from whose ciass the child was taken for testir

5. The name and code mumber of the school district

PUPIL INFOIMATION BOX
Name . Code Number
Date of Test ‘
School Code Number
District Code Number
L_Teacher Code Number

B. You do not have to score any booklet.

C. Record your testing schedule on a separate sneet of paper and include
it with the booklets you return to the Special Education Director.

D. Return the compléted booklets to the District Special Education

Director as soon as you have finished giving the complete tests to
all the childrer. assigned to you.
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TEST ADMINISTRATCR QUESTIONNAIRE

(To be filled out by the test adminjstrator and returned to the Special

Education Director)

Name:

Age: _ Less than 25
—__25-35
- 36-45
v 46-55
—___Over 55

Sex: Male

Female
Ethnic Group: Atiglo

Black

——

Mexican-American

Oriental
Other (specify)

Years teaching experience:

Substitute teaching only
Less than one year
_____ One year
____ Two-rhree years

Over three years
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College degree: None, never attended college or attended less
than a year

______None, but attended college at least one year
______None, but attended college more than two years
Associate degree .
______Bachelor's
__ Master's
Ph.D.

. Other (specify)

Courses in testing: None
One .

————

Two or more

Types of teaching (and/or educational) certification:
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District

PROBLE SHEET

(to be filled out afte: each testing session)

School

Administrator

Test Administered : Section

Date Administered _ Time Administered

Room Size

SO LI S

Tiny, like a large closet .
Small room

Average classroom

Extra large, like a cafeteria or gymnasium

Group Size

A
B
c.
D
E
F

Tested individually _
2 - 5 children

6 - 10 children __

11 - 15 children __
16 - 30 children ___
Over 30 children ,
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Distractions (that have an observed effect on the children)
From outside the testing situation (noise in hall, people
u.expectedly coming into room, announcements over inter-
com, etc.)

A. None
B. Rarely
C. Occasionally

D. Often

Within the testing situation (children talking to each other, reciting
answers out loud, children moving around the room umnecessarily, etc.)

A. None

B. Rarely __

C. Occasionally __
D. Often

Other comments? (include any problems with individual chi