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INTRODUCTION

DESCRIPTION OF THIS PROJECT

The Child Development Center Program emerged from the fact that "recent

studies have established that children from economically and socially

disadvantaged families...have not had the experiences which foster

3.

curiosity and develop the speaking and listening skills...they do not have

a positive attitude toward themselves."(1)Thus, the objectives of the

program as outlined in the project description include:

1. Improving the child's health.

2. The development of a better self-concept through encouraging
self-confidence, self-expression, self-discipline, curiosity
and a chance of success. Such chances may erase potterns of
frustration and failure and especially the feax--tf failure.

3. Increasing the child's capacity to learn by improving and
epanding the child's ability to think, reason and speak clearly.
Wlder and more varied experiences will be provided to broaden
the children's horizons.

4. Increasing the child's ability to get along with others in
his family, including the development of a responsible
attitude toward society in Ue child and his family.

Planning activities which allow groups from every social,
ethnic and economic level in a coemunity to join together
with the poor in solving problems.

6. Developing in the child a more positive attitude toward school(?)

The design of the Child Development Centers toward the achievement of

of these goals included:

1. A daily three-hour program , including lunch, to be housed in
the public elementary schools of New York City: Basic room
equipment existing in the public schools to be supplemented by
Board of Education for the summer programs.

2, Selected schools in attendance areas having high concentrations
of 16 income families.

1 & 2:
Project description: Board of Education of the City of New York1: p1 2: p6.
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Class groups of no more than 15 children per group under the
direction of a professionally educated group teacher;
auxiliary clasaroomtelp to consist of an assistant teacher
selected from the dgrrent college population, and an aide
selected from the local community of the center.
Assignment of volunteers will also be made where available.

4. Coordination of centers to be under the direction of
professionally educated head teachers who will receive
supervision and guidance from an area supervisor of the
Bureau of Early Childhood Education.

5. Professional staff to be selected from the body of Early
Childhood and Elementary Teachers in the New York City
Public School System.

6. Orientation sessions to be designed and administered to
all teaching personnel by the urban coaeges. Family
assistants will receive their orientation from the Board
of Education.

7. Auxiliary professional services to be provided which will
include medical and dental care for the children; psychiatric
and psychological consultants, and a social worker will also
be available.

The community action program to be structured and supervised'
by a team of family assistants and family workers directed
toward providing expanded educational opportunities to the
parents through the school facilities.

Approximately 30,000 children from economically underprivileged homes
were.to participate in this project, utilizing approximately 262 schools.

The children were to be enrolled from the population of potential school

entrants for the fall of 1966; i.e., 5 and 6 year old children.
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CHAPTER I

OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION

The specific directive for this evaluatiormprogram was that of

assessing the-relative success of the educational programs of the Child

Development' Centers in terms of the stated goals of tht summer program.

As described in the original proposal summarized in the Introduction,

the educational goals involved fostering the growth of the participant

children by enhancing their self-concept, increasing their ability to learn,

and establishift a positive attitude toward the school.

Although the major factor influencing the attainment of these goals is

the classroom teaching situation, the total operational structure of the

Child Development Center is integrally involved. The level of success in

staffing (including selection and orientation), housing, equipping,

4

supervising, recruiting children, and offering of auxiliary services directly

affected the quality of experiences offered the youngers in each classroom.

Therefore, it was considered a part of this evaluational research to

identify the strengths and weaknesses of the total planning and operational

structure relative to the identified successes within the educational context.

CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY AND DATA COLLECTION

Part I: Selection of the sample population

It was hypothesised that an evaluatory study of a qualitative nature

could best be secured through a selected sampling representative of the

total Ember of Schools participating in the Child Development Center Program.

Thls representative Sampling of the 262 schools in Key:York City was

selected irs elploying the 1'011010in' criteria:



Concentration of by income families in the area,
(Poverty Pockets).

2. Geographic location, including school districting.,,,
3. School roar enrollment: i.e. over-etirolied normal

or under-enrolled schools.

4. Extent of school year program: pre-kindergarten programs.

5. Size of Center: -120 children.

Criteria for Selection of Sc 1

Information,vas secured from the Neighborhood Youth Corps which provided

tie statistical data facilitating the isolation of those geographical areas

Aare there mu a significant concentration of faailies with incomes below

the eirteblished poverty line (04,000 per annum).

It vas decided that four boroughs of New York City should be sampled for

represestativeneee. Rictoond County (Staten Island). was excluded benause

of its pirimsical eeparetioa from the other boroughs and its normative amount

of deprived trines. This led the staff' o believe that there were no

meta titfleremees to be found there that were not represented in the other

Isorusahm.

7Proa 1-3 schools we to be sampled in given geographic area based
epos the percentage of low ineme (poverty level) ea residing in that
locale. The distribution vas as foll5mos:

"...area 74 percent to 10 percent law incase - 3 schools
.....troa 5 percent to 7.4 percent law income faaillesA-4- 2 schools
trcili 1 Waist to Poreont 100 incase families 1 school

la addition to the cozeideration of inctmie level, school year enrollment,
the smiaterane of kladergaiten pre-kimdergerten programs and the size of
Via Saw Cele** vele ileerad,
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The procedure for selection of this sampling required the mapping of

those poverty areas in relation to school districting lines. All schools

with Child Development Center Programs were cited. In cases where single

selections were indicated, a school centrally located in that area was *14

selected. In those districts where multiple selections were necessary, a

distribution was sought to include schools that would draw from the total

population of that area with diversity in school year enrollment and

differences in school year programs.

In total, 35 schools (a 13 percent sampling) were selected. The list

of selected schools are as follows:

Brooklyn:

Crown Heights #289
Fort Greene #46
Red Hook #30
Williamsburg #196
Williamsburg #16
Bedford- #157
lituyvesant #28
East New York #213
Brownsville #184

#41
Greenpoint #34

Bronx:

South Bronx #29
154

Morrisania 63

39
Hunters Point #48

Selectidh of Classrooms: 4

Since the sample population included centers with anticipated enrollment'

of 4 groups or 8 groups (60 children or 120 children), the staff decided to

Manhattan:
.

.,

East Harlem #7
101

168
Lower East Side #31

15

122
Lower West Side #23
Chelsea #11

. Central Harlem #170
76
90

Upper West Side 41166

161

129

Queens:

South Jamaica
Rockaways
Corona
Springfield Gardeni

#4o
#42
#92
#15

6

select one morning class group and one afternoon class gToup, with different
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7,011,1ZI-74%:$1ZWITX211Billn

7
*

group teachers as representative of the educational programs of the selected

centers. In those'centers where there were four-groups in attendance both

morning and afterndOn, two teachers were randomly selected by the evaluator

for observation: Beyond the initial identification of the school and the

selected teachers, all sourced of data were numerically coded to insure the
4

anonymity of the respondents.

Section 2: Instrumentation

In considering the possible scope of an evaluation of educational programa

in Child Development Centers, a variety of questions were raised.

-First, there were concerns dealing with the structure and functioning

of the Centers. It was necessary to ascertain whether the centers were in

reality equipped with the personnel, facilities, materials and supplies as

indicated in the proposal. Did'these centers adhere to the structural

pattern which was proposed?

A second area of evaluat'on included a consideration of the appropriateness

of the structural plan in terms of the specific goals and operational realities

of the New York City Child Development Centers. It was not considered the

task of the evaluational project to seek a theoretical answer to this aspect.

Rather, the evaluational procedures were directed to seeking data from the

Ceriper personnel that would offer pertinent information concerning vital roles

,_unfulfilled and/or duplicated.

The final area of consideration referrent to the structure of the Child

Development Centers was how adequately and appropriately the roles of the

personnel as assigned were understood and effectuated.

Several factors called for the delineation of the extent of the

'valuational procedures. The two most crucial of these f,ctors were:
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1., The explicit task of evaluating the educatioial program

at Me Child Development Center rather than the total

2.

C'44er activities, and

time available to conduct the evaluation: Since the
ry

eAluation program was initiated one week prior to the onset

of-the summer program, the task of acquiring a qualified

grotp of professionals, developing the plan and instrumentation, and

exscuting the procedures was restricted to 8 weeks.

It was thaVthe nature of-the instrumentation, as we as the

'selection of evaluator's who would use the data collectXng devices, was a

crucial aspect of the total reliability and validity of the evaluational

project. By virtue of the nature of the data/ the design and instrumentation

of this study, was conceived as essentially a qualitative analysis of the

Child Development Center Program. Emphasis was placed on the objectification

of evaluation, wherever possible, through the use of rigorous recording
-41

devices and scientific orientation of highly skilled professional personnel

in their use.

.In the'design of the instruments two basic sources of data were sought;
--...J e

11
a) observation and b) personal reports.

The perceived limitations of the instrumentation related to the

circumstances pertinent to the study rather than the data collecting

techniques employed. The limitations of the time factor permitted no more

than two visits to a center h n the. defined eight week period. This

r'
restriction on potential vi is was taken At° consideration as a liability.

This liability was 'acknowledged as a realjty factor which could not be

altered and thusemphasis-Was tolkle placed on the quality of the available

observation and interview time. The goal was defined as the establishment
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of rapport and the gaining of insight into the various aspects of the summer

program. Two observer visits could not adequately consider such developmental

and dynamic factors.as child growth, variations of temperament in a class-

room, the .scope of the curriculUm, etc. As to the realities-of-obtaining

classroom observational material, the first and last week of the summer

session were excluded, leaving a span of six weeks for that part of the

evaluation which relied upon observational data.

Additionally, this limiting time factor prohibited the pre-testing of

the instruments for inter-observer reliability. It was therefore deemed

essential that a variety of instruments be devised that would provide a

crosscheck of the defined areas. These instruments were developed in con-

ference with the total professional staff to allow for maximum comprehension

of the discrete parts of the instruments both in theory and use under the

prescribed conditions.*

The instruments took the form of (a) ob ervational recordings and (b)

personal reports, including interviews and questionnaires.

Observational Instrument's:

The types of information needed to be secured through observation was

apparent as a vital part of the design and methodology of the study. The

need for concomitantly effective recording instruments to direct_ organize

and, in degree, standardize the observational data was also evident. It was

takin into account that, though primary observational data is essential in

a study of this nature, some compensation must be made for the subjective aspect

*Two of the observational instruments were not developed by the research team;
Teacher Profile and General Teacher Blummary. Both instruments have been
recently developed as a part of an.cnegoing pre-kindergarten curriculum Study

under the direction of Prate for Kenneth D. Vann alid Professor Helen F. Robison
at Teachers College, tolusibiallniversity. As instrtments, they have been
tested dftlifor inter'd-Observer reliability, bye, the original' researchers.



of this type of data collection which tends to bring forth manifestations of

personal pre-judgements.

These personal pre-judgement of the observers were minimized by a care-

ful selection of highly qualified personnel who were exQerienced evaluators

and/or researchers accustomed to supervision and participant-observation in

early childhood settings.* Additionally, preliminary meetings were devoted

to the sharing and exchanging of professional convictions and perceptions

directed toward finding an' appropriately acceptable level of operation.

There was team participation in the development of the instruments with

concurrence on all items of the newly developed instruments.

1phasis was placed on achieving a desirable level of objectivity of

observation with focus placed on the specific aspects of teacher behavior,

children's behavior and.curriculum content. From the observational point

of view, patternf of teacher behavior and gate= of child behavior were

described rather than a series of isolated incidents. The objective of

this study was not direct evaluating growth over a period of time,

but rather a study of t which the teacher related to the children

10

and the way children related to the teacher, the group and the curriculum.

This decision was a direct outgrowth of the team's appraisal of the goals

of "Headstart" as outlined in the proposal (cited in introduction).

*Staff members were Selected by the evalUation coordinator in terms of the fol-
lowing criteria:
a. extensive knowledge and experience is the field of early childhood education,
b. additional specialized knowledge from the social sciences and related disciplines
c. diversity in personal background of the staff

Staff structure was selected to give the greatest weight to the knowledge and ex-
perience in teaching and administration of programs for young children 4,5 and 6 years
of age. The following list of staff indicat,s professional competencies, specialities
and auxiliary skills as related to the evaluation task:
4 Early Childhood laudation Specialiste; directors of New York City day care centers',
rtivatimmboolt kindergartatand early elementary programs

1 Unguent development expert: rodent participant in a two year curriculum ex-
perimental project for 4-5 yr. olds
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2 psychologists: public school and research experience
1 social workers experienced in working with poverty population
1 sociologists experienced as consultant and supervisor of pre-service.
teachers, early childhood and elementary levels.

All personnel contributed to the project through professional competencies in
their Own fidld plus competencies in the expanded social science field.
Except for the sociologist, all members of the evaluating team, including
the coordinator, participated in the 'collection of the data.' The sociologist
did not visit the centers in order to allow for objectivity in data analysis
by one member of the group, most appropriately this metber.

The description of group and individual development was elim mated as a

primary goal of this.evaluational study due,, again, to the limitations of

time and the lack of availability of reliable tests that could realistically

be administered. Under the circumstances, the staff felt that the most im-

portant consideration was the quality of experience for the children in

terms of the school environment. It was further deemed that quality can

be described and analyzed at a given point in time.

The variety of observational instruments designed by the evaluating team

was directed toward providing a cross-check for each observer by structuring

observations to include:

1. observations of the teacher in action accompanied by a
general personality summary (see footnote, p.6.)

2. observations of the ehildren's behavior in relation to
the teacher and key parts of.the curriculum

3. observations of the content' of the program as evidenced
by teacher-initiated comments or responses dUring the
flexible free play period.

One of the major concerns of this part of the evaluation was the need to

describe the quality of the relationship that was established between the group

teacher and the children in reference to specifically defined areas: (1) the

.emotional - social level and (2).the intellectual level.
4

\
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Objectification of the description of teacher behavior was required in the

instrument headed "Teacher Profile".* The observer's attention was directed

to an appropriate categorization of a series of acts of the teacher at speci-

fied intervals throughout the observation period. Observers needed to de-

lineate between those acts which were instructional in nature and those acts

which were emotional-social in nature. Further breakdown of analysis called

for categorization of the quality of the instructional moves and the behavorial

moves. Paired with this "Teacher Profile" was an instrument by which the

observer summarized the gene:al personality of the teacher in terms of kindliness,

supportiveness, and verbal and stimulative levels.

A further check on the rating comprising intellectual. stimulation was offered

by the instrument dealing with curriculum content. It was assumed that the

teachers were continually offering content to the children as a part of the

daily defined, group period. The significance of this kind of intellectual

exposure could not be ascertained under the circumstances of the limited number

of observational recordings. However, the amount of content that was being

reflected by teacher behavior in the flexible free play period could begin

to indicate the appropriateness and meaningfulness of content as the children

were involved with materials and activities of their own choosing. Further,

there could be some description of scope of content as enhanced by the teacher.

PERSONAL REPORTS

The need for interviews was apparent to the staff. Studying a point in time

required detail on such aspects as a history of the ongoing program, problems

resolved) problems not evident tut unresolved (i.e. food supplies, menus,

staff relationships), and accounts of existing problems that were evident and

A*11. instruments included in the appendix.
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unresolved. The interview was a functional news of bringing forth the developmental

experiences of the total staff at the Child Development Centers.

The limitations of the interview,as a research technique were taken into

account. The interview, both in its process and in recording, mar cull the

prejudices of both interviewee and interviewer. The self-protective mocha:lime'

Of both participants tend to delimit the areas of response. The worth of the

interview is highly dependent upon the interviewing skill of the eval'stor and

his ability to establish rapport, reduce anxiety and record accurately. Re-

cording may highly bias the analysis of the interview data if there is only

recording of selected perceptions on the pert of the interviewer. The validity

of the interview data is then based upon the interviewers knowledge ability of

research procedure, the skills of the worker in eliciting information requested

by the instrument, and a good concept of time and diligence in objectively

.0
evaluating what may reasonably be recorded.

The strengths in the interview method lay in the fact that the evaluators

again defined the functions and areas of investigation based upon their own

experiences of being evaluated and interviewed. It provided a preparation

for the group for the interviewing task, relieving their anxiety and providing

Ways of sOliciting cooperation from the interviewee. The interview form also

gave latitude in providing an area for the rephrasing of questions and follow-up

related to responses received. To limit any distortion of recall, the evipator

was instructed to record in process and fill immediately after the interview.

Interviews were administered to head teachers in each center in the sample

and to two of the group teachers that were randoity selected by the evaluator

at the first visit. The family assistant* was also interviewed as ,a vital

link between the school end comity.

*Note error on fors: read Family Worker instead of Family Assistant
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Where time did not permit, the questionnaire was used as a good alternative

for the preferred interview. The use of the questionnaire for the assistant

teadhers emerged as an outgrowth of the feeling of the evaluation tees that

a valuable source Of information on the functioning of, the centers was vested

in this corps of workers who had little at stake in expressing. honest impressions

about their feelings and observations of the Center and its personnel. Due to

the lack of professional knowledge ability on the part of the assistont teachers,

certain protections were built into the questionnaire form to guard against

this instrument being used as a vehicle for the expression of ignorance, mis-

information and/or feelings of inadequacy projected to other members of the

center sitaff. Assistant teachers were requested to identity the needs of the

youngsters as they perceived them, along with s description of the ways in

which the classroom program was meeting these needs. The animas to these

two questions offered a framework within which to identify the meaningful

contributions in the rest of the form.

Chapter III

SUMMARY or T) FINDINGS

All the professional personnel of the Child Development Centers included

in the sample population expressed strong positive feeli6gs related to the

contribution of the summer prograni to the lives of the participant children.

In this respect, there were no conflicting appraisals. Similarly, the members

of the evaluation teen perceived may positive Values of the Center's experiences

for the children. They expressed the professional conviction that the majority

of children wore benefiting from the summer's experiences. The explicit values
A.

Perceived will be described in section three of this chapter dealing with the
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141q10/400 rams in the claserOms The subsequent statements and analyses of

the 11044e describe in detail pe degree which the' staffing of the summer

WWII enhanced the stated pale, and the degree to which difficulties and

limitations were perceived and identified.

In each of the foliating areas, the data is to be analyzed in terms of

three major frameworks: (1) the correlation between the'structure as proposed

andthe on-going practices in the centers, (2) the perceived strengths and

we asses of each part of the operational structure, and (3) recommendations.

Neadlescher:

The proposal called for one head-teacher to 'coordinate the educational

program at each center. Her responsibility included the supervision and

coordination of (a) recruitment of children by family-community staff, (b) main-

tenance, (c) classroom programs and teaching staff, and (d) auxiliary services:

i.e., the role of this professional person was to insure a smoothly running

center with all center personnel working cooperatively, in their respective

roles, toward the goal of providing healthy programs for young children.

The dogro to which this role was fulfilled by the selected head teachers varied

greatly from center to center. Two reasons urinating for this differential

identified by both the head teachers and the evaluating team were:

1) limited experience in administration and teaching-of
young children, and

2) personal suitability to the administrative role.

Mai describes the number of years experience on the pre-kindergarten

and kindergarten level for each professional teacher in the sample population.

Ixperience on the pre-kindergarten and kindergarten level ranges from no

expeiiince to thirty years. Total early childhood and elementary teaching

expitrionce ranges frai cup year to thirty-five years.*
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*It is important to note that no assumption was made that the greater the teaching
experience the more successful the role of head teacher. There is same indication
that extremes on this scale represent the most difficult challenges. The essentially
inexperienced teacher lack the self-assurance necessary to successfully guide
the other professionals and non-professi4oals. Similarly, the teacher of many
years standing faced the challenge of st4ping into an administrative role for
a brief eight woks.

Several schools in the sample population faced the problem of personality

conflicts within the staff group which seriously impeded the cooperation of

center personnel. In two of these instances, this conflict apparently related

to the youth and inexperience of the head teacher.

The most cam= area of conflict was between the profesSionals and non-pro-

fessiohals. The head teacher, in the role of leader of the professionals,

carried the greatest burden, received the major criticism, and felt the greatest

frustration in terms of lack of effectiveness in resolving the conflicts within

the time allowed. It is important to note that the head teacher assignment

visaed this person in the most delicate relationship role of the total pro-

gram. This individual (in 2/3 of the center evaluated) was called upon to

supervise and guide group teachers who were her fellow teachers in the past

school year andim.a beagain.in the casing year. For the summer only, she
,

was placed in an admiinistrati!:. position which required the execution of

authority acts in the rolp of "flubervisor. Additionally, the cluster super-

visor (fray the tureau of early, Childhood lineation) of whom she was to .so-

licit help. and plainest was frequently 11424 immediate supervisor in the re-

school program wherein she carrimino administrative authority. The

aslaptiOn of an-administrative position for a few weeks,. with the knowledge

of thelmelfmkt return to -the 4caing level, can seriously ispede. the. kin&

of authority that will he exercised and the initiative and creativity applied
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to the'tatk.

The 'types of ediginistratiVe problems that head teachers met are described'

in Section TWO of this chapter dealing with'the administrative structure.

Saxe example* are briefly listed Slow:

- Late secretarial assignMent: leaving a center without
secretarial help for several weeks. The head teacher,
therefore assumed the additional responsibility of keeping
office records, filling out payroll forms, answering the
phone, etc.

- Late delivery of a variety of supplies: food, snack,
expendable materials, equipment etc. The adminiitrator
'fazed the task of attempting to unsnarl a mix-up in the
recOrds at the central office in order to receive the .

nee* ind'allocated supplier, as well as helping teachers
to'aMend programs to accommodate for vital missing materials.

- tack ofiappropriate_coordination between the custodian of
the school and the Summer center staff; leading to problem*
in maintenance. As a rule, head-teachers were not' given
key to the building and were therefore lependent upon

the time schedule of the custodian.

No auxiliary profetsionakservices (excluding medical)
-4tr all or part of the summer: i.e. psychologist,
/social worker and/or psychiatrist.

- Late arri 1 of family funds: limiting the development
of the f ly-Community activities as defined.

Spanish'speaking- staff member in Spanish speaking .

communitie*.. 0

- Poor relatiOnshiplidth regular school staff: leading to
problems in recruitment, housing and equipment.

v 4
The head teachers varied in their ability to deal with the frustrations

4

that were a popt,..of thii administrative role. 'A few responded to the challenge
.

by:devOting the major portion of the r'energies to the ,clericai work. 'Others

ol(deionitrated thepeiseviiance tore inually fight through the "red -tape" of

V

17

a laige orgahizetiOnal itructure Ab *eget* their goals. Still others focused

/ their energies' en the ciassroomsd. tooted the rest of the administrative challenge.
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a.

e , i

tale sten*etP4POP4,41i"9.0-,A70etter then average 1411e1.._ The rest distributed
, --,.

on st range front average to poor except for a few TAO were judgedeicellent.
..... A ''. : .

.
. . _

,404e 3dttit.more than a reasonable number of operatidnai obstacles were able
! ... ,

to '004:with..the teaching. staff' in order to assure a w.oi:t1rhire program. for
_ _

i. . /
. ... _ _
the.chiidren. Most of, the, head teacher's were ab3.0__tq_-_diminisil the orginiza-. .._..... .... ,

.

,,.

. _
.

.#(.),041l'pr_Oblems. Where the _major ,prol4em was the.:qUality of teachingper:-
s. i

__ .

Ormtin ce on the ,part of any. _one or .group of teachers, the problems were, ._-:

.

4.

frequently as intense at the end of ,the 'stainer as at the outset.. Little change

could be expected in the teaChing iatterii of anyproressional under, the. car-

cumstances of thin eight week program. One head teacher faced with such a

problem exp'essed her conviction that there shoOld be a probationarii.period

for, all personnel in the, _Ammer program. It was het. opinion that it is

better -fora group. of children th change' their teacheff as difficult as this
might be, rather than to expose them to a negative experience'as their "Head-Start",

in aChool.

Reccomend.ations:

Since there'itas .little in the way of previbut experience in administration/

to guide the Board of Education in the selection of personnel for this critical
. ,.

administrative role' it teems imperative that. ices direction bs taken from
.

7..

c. .

the experiences 'gained this .siner? Poor 4es4.,teachers should not be iaselected.
, ,

gqwervers !Kee Sesesament of,the difficulties qt' fu3.filling this role as structured
need$ to be,d:cne relatl.ve to the, realities of.,;'.0111.0..onships in the ;weer .hierarchy

.., ... .

coepare4o thecae* year Aigerarchy,I, _Do, the values of being in ,the, 'home
- ,..

schOol,"outei.ikthe 0#04es irreme404,...i4otaii.,4114eng the 4644strative role,

or is the'
verse "4114? ,(4040#14V.rson 0404111! worqse her:Authority iu

rettirloir iihosn Ausservi4fiet, by her siohoSpe.r. "Wistant piincipal"?
I

0 . 4,0 1.0

!A,
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'Ibis area heeds carefule examination. The appropriate selection and assignment

40
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of this critical person has stiong,Impact on thefuture success or failure of these

=NW programs.
.

, I
proud Teachirit

Thi role of the group teadher is to organize, direct,and supervise the educa-

tional program in her assigned classroom. This task includes the on-going gdidance

,
of all additional teaching personnel assigned to the group; the assistant teacher,

th'd WC and the volunteers. As noted in the evaluation of,the.educational

progrip Setticiii Three of, this dhapter), most .teachers expressed the feeling.

that pie tOticess of their summer teaching program rested in. the structure of

elaSs groups and the high adtlt child ratio. However, a" large number' of

the tea'cliers &Scribed 'Varying measures of difficulty in working with the non-pro-

fesslinnilk in the teaching situation. This difficulty was traced to four factors:

1) the lack of outside class time fqr_neetings with the non-pro-
fessional teaching perponnell

I

2) the lack of adequate preparation; liinited,knowledge of young
:- children and poor. teaching skills,

3) the iroup teacher's `inexperience in working with auxiliary
teaching help in the classroom, and

4) t group teacher's inexpeiienee.on the.. pre - kindergarten and

rgerten level.

The teachhers expressed feelings that sane members of this corps of helpers

Mere not ted to working with young children. It isAyficult to

the perspective of observationeil evaluation the extent to Which the

assess, fran

astistants'

opriate behavior with young children was due to inadeqUite knowledge,

tkillt$,a0d guidance or to poor personality adaptability to the teaching task.

Ohne the maJor poitiori of the group teachers. offered as much guidance ae
(

they could and assigned to them_ bOth teaching and non'-teitChfing reeporzsibilities, .

Oft:teiebers.xiseted to this uneitilledgruitat the low extreme with hostility

r
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and /Or disregard of 'their presence the gassrocm.

Many teabhers:in the sumverii am were aldO faced with the challehge of

adaip#ng, th4ir teaching patitern to an age lemel, with which they had never worked.:11.'

As shOwin :table 37 of the 70 teachers in the sample population, had less

than one' year(!s exdri6ce working with kindergarten or pre-kindergarten children.

The identification °lithe needs of this age group In terms of appropriate develop-

mental experience and guidance abiorbedimuch of the inergies,of the tlachers.

For this group, with little or no experience, the added task of guid inex-

peri,90:nonmofessional personnel was difficult.

Despite these difficultied, in the major y of situations the m bers of

the evaluating team described positive changes in he guidance of the children

and' quality of class room experiences, from the first to the second v it.

Reccamendation: .

There seems to be a need for the selecti f more appropriately experienced

qegroup teachers .

1

Assistant Teachers:

The allocation of one assistant teacher per group ,selected from the current"

college population raided several questions. libiever, there was general agreement

Of the need for assistant teachers.

The body of assistant teachdrs in, the sample population represepted all types
.. ,.

.

of college majors, and were students who had generally completed tiro years of
.-

4-
undergraduate study. Many'had no experiende with, young childreri and had no academic

I. , .4

bickgrounla,inIclucation or the applied social science fields.. Thdsprofessional

. .

teach/Art staff at this centem indicated a strong disapprovalof,such unskilled
"

assistant teachers. Thii also expressed the`feeIWNthat the taik.of adequate

pidoinci df this unskilled and'iUnknowledgablegroup was not reasonable within

the UM* allowed. it,permitted little rewards for the children and the program.

0

r
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t.

epo seal ha assistant' teacheis to the iiiiistionnaireg offered substantial support

td "hie Nageient; Approximately one third of the sample evidenced the kind of

mitUnderstanitibig of the children and-the program that could be described as
.

gross. ;.2; "Teachers should have taught the Children o read and write.

in those, instances' where the assistant teacher (a) manifested a natural ability
.

to relate warmly and positively to young Children, or (b) rapidly learned from. the

group teacher without the need for extensive guidance or (c) had developed

some of the basic skills of guiding and relating to young children, they were

considered a strong, positive; even "invaluable" factor in the achievement of

the summer's koals.

The male assistant teachers were especially valued as indicated by teacher

/'
responses and observed children's 'behavior., The professional teaching staff

who had successful experiences wft, the male assistants stated the "there should

be one male adult assigned to each classroom in the future". Male as Istant..

teachers who were rated below the acceptable level by the members of t evaluiting

teeth were observed as eagerly sought out by the children.

.Recommendations:

There is a need for some finer methods of selection foi this body of classroom

helpers. Teachers need the help of those persons who will contribute to the lives

of the children without disrupting the on-going educational prograis. The

recommendations for orientation and on -going guidance are dismissed under section

2:of this chapter.

Aides:
r

The general feelings of the` professional teaching staff were positive toward

this corps of assistants. The7ponses ran from highly enthusiaitic and

appreciative of their contribution to grudgi toleranceof their presence.

The most common positive responses reflected feelings that the aides had .a natural

.71
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reeling for the lioungiters and related to them in a warm, comfortable and supportive

manner,I therebY'fulfillipg a needed classroca role. The extreme negative responses

to"ihOit_ctiniiining the assistant teacher.: the task of

guiding twoS'iiiiio:prOfessionels and'ilevisioping and administering a healthy...0o-
.

greuifor the Childreli was too great to be aCCcmPliehed successfully in eight.

weeks.

The male'aides were as,valued as the male assistant teachers.

SECTION II

Center Structures ad- Designed and Administered by the Board of Education of

tjagAlly.2thieLalt
I.

It is in the nature ota large ed ational endeavor that each person working

within the'structure develops a seties flies cOnviictions concerning the strengths

and weaknesses of the program. The sample population of this evalgation.included

105, professionals, 70 non-professional assistant teachers, and 35-50 family

assistants--over 200 persons who were working daily with the faiation being

evaluated. As deqcribed in Chapter II on,Ipstrumentation, the evaluating team

sought to elicit as many pertinent reactions as possible concerning the functioning .

of these centers in order to give meaning and purpose to the findings for future
p. 1 4

planning.

.

11°Persons'WOrking hard towak u goaktoTto be highly involved In thought about

those aspects'which frustrate them in their realiiation of achievement. In sum-

-mariztng the findings of the evaluation in this area, an effort was made to

organize the responses into unit areas. Single responses describing a problem

were not included unless they fit into a general pattern or were considered

particularly seiiiiive perceptions.

/-'
The major portion of this section will be devoted to the description and

identification of problems in the over-all operation of the Child Development Centers.
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Approxtmately one half of the interviewed professionals expressed con-

cern in the area of selection ,of personnel and orientation of the total center

staff. As described In Section One of this chapter, the selection of the non-

professional .personnel elicited the greatest number of negative responses.

Occasionally head teachers questioned the selection of the group teachers. In

several instances, the members of the evaluating team questioned the selection

of the head teachers and the group teachers.

From the poi4 of view of objective criteria) it is necessary to note

that 8 of the 35 head teachers in the sample population had no more than one

year's experience teaching /mg children of the age served by the centers:

3 had no experience and 5 had one year of experience (See Teble I). This

represents almost one, fourth of the sample population of this specified

Of the group teachers, 33 of the 70 had no experience teaching this

age group, and 15 of the remaining 37 had experience of one year or less.

Thus, 48 grout teachers of the population of 70 (approximately 2/3) were

highly inexperienced with the pre-kindergarten and kindergarten curriculum

and child. In the instance of one school (#3 code), the head teacher's full

teaching experience consisted of four years on the elementary level, and the

rest of her staff were totality inexperienced on all levels. The burden,

under these conditions, seems awesome.

Considering the limited early childhood education experience for this

high a percentage of the professiona personnel, thepignificance of the

fact that the professionals expressed concern over their responsibility for

guiding the non-professionals becomes clear. It also places the negative

rote concerning selection and orientation within a more appropriate
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perspective. Inexperienced, teachers would find the task of guiding other non-
,

experienced personnel a difficult challenge, and would be prone to look for

more competent help in the classroom. Although a few teachers expressed the

opinion that two regaIai teachers in the room would be mor4 suitable than the

current summer plan, there is strong indication from the major body of the

'responses that this alternative is not an appropriate one to consider at this

time.

Tiere seems to be a need,to reevalgate and restructure procedures for

oeientation and on-going staff guidance before a judgement can be made referrent

to the success of the current Staffing plan. The strong, positively expressed

values of having a'high adult-child ratio directs attention to the question of
0

how to effectively coordinate the work of the classroom personnel:

The orientation of all center personnel was referred to as a problem by

a majority of those interviewed. For some, this was a highly emotional issuel

tiaprovoking an.unusudl amount of anger and hostility. The conclusion to be drawn

concerning orientation is that some restructuring of the current procedure is

essential. Teachers reflected negative feelingt pertaining to a) being re-

quired to attend orientation sessions, (b) the content of the orientation

sessions, and (c) poor timing of orientation sessions coordinated with their

on-going teaching schedules. 4mitive respOnses, considerably less in number,

"reflected a feeling that the or stationtation sessions were meaningful and contribut-

ed to the success of the summorls teaching experience.

In substance, the suggestions for change focus on the following:

04. Providing an opportunity for center personnel to participate
as'a group in planni% for the summer program. The interview
responses indicated that there Was considerable confusion on
theliert Omanymambors of the center staff concerning indi-
vidualrole anCrespOttibility. This confusion led to mis-
understandings and exto4e4ve loss of effectiveness and coopera-
tion. .11i sale cases, there was a gross. lack of information

I
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available to staff concerning the tools that would be provid-
ed and what the individual task was to be.

Plans.need to be made for the center staff to gain appropriate
understanding of their respective roles and to have an oppor-
tunity to jointly plan the execution of their jobs before the
onset of the program.

Altg6ugh the personnel were on the center premises for two
days before the formal program began, these two days were

' utilized primarily for the setting up of the roams and the
enrollment of the children. It was reported that the staff
.had little opportunity to meet together for uninterrupted
periods. It was further indicated that this group needed the
guidance of an experienced educator to direct the effectiveness
of preliminary planning meetings at the centers.

(2) Providing an opportunity for group teachers to develop their
skills and understandings beyond their present level. It
seems desirable that some separation of experience level groups
may be made in that part of the orientation program that deals
with curriculum development in the cOssroom.

(3) Providing center staff the physical time to benefit from the
orientation program. All such programs ran concurrent with
the regular end of the school year program. Teachers attend-
ed these sessions in the evenings, after a days teaching and
on Saturdays after a week's work. Many of them reflected on
their exhaustion during this period, irrespective of content
or appropriateness of the programs.

family assistants participated in an orientation program after
he onset of the summer's activities. This timing was referred
to as extremely poor by those involved.

Relative to the problems of-on-going guidance4of center personnel, one

of the biggest problems.(in addition to inexperience) seems to have been the

lack of time. Although the structure of the 'centers included a weekly after-

school conference of professional' personnel and some auxiliary staff, no plan

was made to include the non-professional teaching staff. Teachers reported

that they were unable to find time outside the teaching schedule to meet with

their assistant teachers, aides and volunteers. Since the assistant teachers

were Peri, time employees, the only time their schedules overlapped was mid-

day when the children were in attendance.
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The prcposA for the facilities of the now program relied heavili

upon a cooperative relationship betweetLthe regular school personnel and the

summer --staff. In reality, there was a serious lack of articulation between

the tiro programs

&Wm Regular school administrative personnel were requested to

allocate an assigned number of the most appropriate classrooms for use in

the summer program. In those few cases whore grade rooms were assigned

instead of kindergarten roams, the problems surrounding adequate space and

equipment appeared serious.

Mtintenance: *if In approximately one thlird of the centers in the sample

population, maintenance problems that directly affected the educational

programs were identified. Some neglect was noted in classroom maintenance,

garbage disposal, maintenance of auxiliary rooms and of the outdoor play

areas.

One head teacher reported that the building maintenance staff claimed

to have no additional allocation for care of the building during the summer

and therefore they could not fulfill their function in the building. The

professional staff, in this case, 'contributed monies toward the.purchase of

cleaning materials.

Some investigation needs to be madkrt4tive. to planning for and

execution of this vital role. Future plane. should take this problem into

account and protect against its. recurrence.

28

** In the design of the instruments, no data on maintenance was specifical..
37 requested. Due to the relevance of this procedure, some of the observers
and Professional staff elected to report 'problems in this area. However, .

our data is incomplete sines it relied upon the awareness and concern of the
evaluator to make notations.:
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I &Wawa:

The proposal for equipping the summer program comprisedisCplan by which

schdoimpar personnel were to make available the major portion of their basic
S

',equipment for use in the summer. This equipment was to include blocks and

accessories,` dramatic play materials, science materials, language art materials,

dative materials, non- expendable arts and crafts materials, etc. The

degrie to which the regular teachers cooperated with this directive varied

greatly The trend was mii.kedly toward the storing of equipment and materials

vs. leaving them accessible for use. 44 of the 70 teachers were not in their

regular school year classrooms and therefore had to contend with this limita-

tion of'basic materials. (See Table I). Of this group of 44, 25 were not in

their home schoold and thus did not have access to materials stored in their

own rooms.

In the majority of centers, the block accessories, housekeeping,

dramatiC play, woodworking, science and language development materials were

evaluated as less than adequate for the class group. (see Table II),. 14 of

the centers in the sample population were unable to use any outdoor facilities

at the school. Of the twenty remaining, only g were evaluated as adequate.

Generally, public parks were not reported to be satisfactory alternatives.

It is not the task of this evaluation to begin to assess the many

reasons why teachers chose to store the larger percentage of their basic

classroom equipment rather than leave it available for the summer program.

However, there is a i",ecommendation here to begin to assess the practical

results of such a plan in terms of the equipment available, to the youngsters

during the summer.

A, variety of alternatives are available and should be explored.

Suggestions '66the teachers and head teachers followed a general trend of
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TABLE II

SiOUSING, EQ14314iT it$ swim= *

'General E'lli.,.nt .Unavaildbia, Available Ada.uate

Blocks and Comitrustion ;..-...,
Block accessories .

Housekeeping-materials ,,,,,'OOOOO
Dramav I play Materials: .... ....

Water lo Ley materials.... .....,4.

Manipulative materials.....,
Woodworking materials. OOOOOO

Science tools and materials
Language development. materials

Gasies ..,,,, OOOOO'
Books

Puppets
,

Arts and Crafts materials
.

MUsicr. .

Instruments
Phonograph . O ; OO . .

Piano
.

Outdoor equipment:

Climbing .. , .....

Construction
Sand box and tools
Water play
Wheel toys ....

Balls, ropes, etc. ..

School. Playgrounds . . ... ......

Local Park
/

\_--- -

1 13_ 0
., g 17 11

1
2 2
10 '10 14

" 1 .12 18
17, j) 8.

13 15 6
0 20 14

,3 16 15
0 19 15
7 15 12

0

.

13 21
.

7

.

8 19

3 10 ,: . 21
1 ..2. 23

, 25 ,

. ,.

4

.

.-

7 :

27 V, . 1

. 27 4 / . 3
28 5 ,l.

27
g

' 2
14 12

14 12
.

8

i

15, 17 2
.

.

*Footnote: Data available for 34 schools of the 35 in the ,sample.

30.
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requesting that (a) there be time for cooperative planning between the two

teachers using the samerOOm, and (b)' the summer teacher have the. option of

ordering Materials 'and equipment that, would most effectively add to the

existing equipMent available. In this way, both the summer and winter .

program would benefit from the additional expenditures.

.Materials and Supplies:

Basic arty and crafts supplies plus some auxiliary materials in language

arts, science, manipulative and dramatic play were on the master list of sup-

pliei and materials to'be iiven'to each center classroom. The problems surround-.

big this structure fob supplying the summer classrooms focused in two areas:

(1) AeIiVery date..of listed items and (2) selections on the master list..

(1) The delivery 'date of supplies, especially in the arts and crafts

area varied tOsiderably. the trend most notable was late delivery,

ranging fron 2 to a rake late. In an eight week.program, this poses

. a erious obstacle to the teaching personnel for program development.

In-those centers wheilpeachers were in their own claesroBms (26 to

'MI or-even in their home schools.(19 more ofithe 70) they were able

to utilize the school year supplies to cover this inter tm. period between

onset-of the program and arrival of supplies. (Table I)

A"-- (2) Selections on the master list evoked mixed responsee.. Two patterns

'of negative respontes were identified: ta) the concept of duplication

(b) professional disagreement concerning the quality.ofselections,

especially the booki.

(a) puplication: The professionaliwOrking the isentemxproseed
.

their convictions that the process of supplying centers
.

t.4 #
,,, .

with.miteriale was -.
....

*At one extreme wasithe concern for the duplications of mite-
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riale available in the 'classroom, and also the duplica-

tion of materials given to each claearoam in a givdtcen-

ter, thereby making two to four sets of identical mate

allocated to a center. As indicated above, the meter list

included books, puzzles, puppets and science materials as

well as the expendable, arts and crafts supplies. Teachers

described situations wherein the puples, books and puppets

were duplicates of those already available. They would

have preferred to hitre the opportunity to plan ahead with

the regulitr classroom teacher for ordering an expanded
I

selection. In the opinion of the-teachers, those class-,

rooms where the group teacher would be working in her own

claim over the summer, the task seemed to lend itself

to.an easy accoMmodation to this recommendation.

32

In addition to this specified area of duplication, teachers

1eflected,u0b0 the waste of having siVIrpl sate of identical
a

books, science materials etc., given to a center. Since the

book list wail considered minimal, they felt that a center -

with four classes could have benefited from having four

different sets of books delivered. This would have off4ed

AK an opportunity. for 'exchange and expanded eelemition of story

Aiding experiences for the youngst!rs. Puzzles, puppets

and other materials pould also have been distributed in this
_\,'

manner.

(b) Selections On the master list: There wae.a trend of negative

reactions that described inappropriateness of book selection

for the. developmental and experiential needs of the partici-

4
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pat children. Teachers commented that there was only ohe'

book that showed pictures of members of a minority group,

and few books that could be used to expand the concepts

being developed in the trips: Once again, the directive

seems to be toward having the teaching staff at the centers

participate in the selection of the materials to be used.

As one teacher expressed it, "Only the classroom teacher

REALLY knows what her children need."

Auxiliary professional services:

As illustrated in Table III, the availability of auxiliary services of

the psychologist, social worker and psychiatrist were highly inconsistent.

Although the medical staff fits within this category, no center reported any

difficulty at all with this service. It'was considered highly satisfactory.

Consequently, further discussion in this area will be restripted to the three

professional representatives identifed above.

Of the 35 schools in the sample, 9 reported full service available and

7 reported no auxiliary service available. The detailed breakdown in partial

service of the 19 remaining showed 9 had no psychologist, 7 had no social

worker and 11 had no psychiatrist.

The reasons for this high variability in the offering of auxiliary

professional services to the centers was not sought in this evaluational

procedure. The center personnel.,,reflected negative responses in relation to

this inconsistent pattern. From tOe perspective of the evaluation team, this

total area needs serious reconsideration for the future° Of the centers which

had these services fully available, some utilized them fruitfully, andfsome

barely utilized them at all. Some of these protessionals were on call, but

did riot appear unless requested. In the judgment of the evaluators, the head



Summary of TABLE III

AVAILABILITY and EVALUATION of
AUXILIARY PROFESSIONAL liASONN4

FULL Auxiliary Service Avai le - 9 Schools
NO . It n n

- 7 Schools

.
.

Aux.

Services
Avail.

Psychologist ocial Worker Psychiatrist

# of schools
available

# of schools

unavailable

Total

19

/

16
i

/

22

13
,

18

17

35/ 35 35

# Ratings

Excellent 2 1 0
Good 8 7 2 ,

Acceptable 5 6 , 6
Poor 1 3 3
Not used 1 2 2 :

Not rated 2 0 41 4
Not enough 0 3 1

Total 19 22

Vr
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teachers frequently lacked the skill, inpiative, security or organization to

call on these services appropriately. :bince few head teachers had previous

experience in administration, it was /difficult for them to,wddrstand how and

when to.direct the auxiliary personel.

The social worker was the only professional link to the families. In

a program such as thii, which directs its attention to the concept of community-

school cooperation in an educational endeavor, the lack of a qualified profes-

sional to fulfill this role in one third of the sample population appears to be

a serious violation of the over -all program proposal.

Several centers reported that the professional personnel asagned to

them on a regularly scheduled basis did not adhere to the schedule. The head

teacher was frequently in the position of not knowing when they were coming

to visit. There was also a feeling among the evaluating team that the qualita-

tive judgments "-de by the head teacher did not reflect an honest appraisal of

the summer's experience. Contradictions were picked up in the processing of

the data leading to a suspicion that these head teachers were hesitant..to make

negative comments concerning the consultant services. In one instance, the

head teacher reported that the social worker came one daffy a week, and the

service was satisfactory. At a later point, she mentioned that she had not

seen the social worker in three weeks and could not predict the next visit.

In the estimate of this evaluating tear. any description of this service. which

is not stated in positive terms (good or excellent) indicates a poor level of

cooperative'participation between center and consultant.

If it is judged that the Child Development Centers need the auxiliary

prOfeseional services, then sane reorganization of the structure and administra-
.

*2)

tion of this-poi of the program is deemed essential. Consistent assignments

should be made. Further, all professionals involved need an opportunity to

work ou&he,kind of role and responsibility pattern that will enhance the



3?

educational programs for the dhildren and the participant familiea.

Funding:

The Child Development Centers faced a serious problem as a result of

late payments by the Board of Education. This tardiness in sending out monies

affected the educational programs of the centers in two ways: (1) delays in

undertaking the described parts of the program, and (2) demoralization of

staff, and financial hardship for some personnel.

The monies allocated to the parent programs which were to be directed

by the familussistants did not reach the centers until the fifthifeek of the

eight week program. Family assistants understood that they were to make no

until the money was received. After it was received, reportedly,

they understood that they were to spend it all within the remaining two and

one half weeks. Whether these directives were, in truth, given to the Centers

is not as important as the fact that all Family Assistants interview so

interpreted it. Staff at some centers, who were in a financial position to do

so, paid in advance for many of the parent activities conducted in the early

weeks on that assumption that the budgeted money would arrive. Other centers

did not do this. One !bad Teacher expressed it this way: "The tardy funding
r

crippled our parent program".

Staff salaries were also made late enough to warrant a series of

negative responses. On several occasions the members of the evaluating team

*ere greeted at the centers with the question, "Did you bring our money?"

Same head teachers expressed the feeling that the demoralization

acruing from this late payment of salaries could not help but affect the

quality of teaching in the classrooms.

4'
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Lunch Program:

Two facets of the lunch program were discussed by the Center Personnel:

(1) quality, selection and amount of food, and (2) scheduling of supervision.

(1) The responses regarding the quality, selection and amount of food

generally fell at two extremes. Either the lunches were described as inappro-

priate for the population served, or they were an asset in exposing children

to a more varied diet. Either the food was tasteless and unappetizing, or it

was tasteful and the children enjoyed it. Either there was too much food which

led to "shameful waste", or there was not enough for the children to have a

"decent" portion.

On the few occasions where members of the evaluational team had the op-

c-
portunity to observe the lunch program, the same divergent observations were

reflected.

Under the circumstances, it would seem that this area needs to be

explored more carefully for the future. It might be that centers serving

different minority groups need different menus. Centers should have the

opportunity to offer early feedback to the central agency supplying the food

to allow for appropriate adjustments.

(2) The proposal called for the supervision of the lunch program by the

assistant teachers and the tides. Where the assistants and aides were not

adequately skilled with children, the teachers felt that this was poor plan-

ning. The lunch program was considered a vital part of the educational

experience and therefore should have had killed professional participating

Ittin the activity with the children. .:Pe some flexibility in scheduling

iwwould be appropriate in the future, so that teachers who deem it necessary are

able to participate in the lunch program. Sane teachers reported that they did

so, but others said they could not because of a shortage of food.
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Enrollment and Attrition:

In a gross analysis, the enrollment of children in the centers does not

reflect any serious problem. able I/ illustrates that 25 of the 35 centers

in the sample were over-enrolled. 8 of the 10 remaining had a 90% or better

enrollment. The two schools listed as 80% enrollment were 011.141 that were

over-enrolled as the program began. With the transfer of a group teacher to

each center, the roster was increased by 30.

The attrition rate for all centers in the sample was low. Attendance

patterns offered no major questions or concerns.

In a finer analysis, however, there -appears some questions regarding

enrollment that will ultimately demand explanation.' The original proposal

described a program to meet the needs of children who are scheduled to enter

school for the first time in the fall of the year. Three of the centers show

an enrollment of 50% or over of'children who have had Previous school ekperi-

ence. /Twelve more schools have from 20,50% reregistered children.

Inquiry into this discrepancy 'revealed two kinds of explanations:

(1) lack of cooperation from the regular school staff left the summer staff

with no list of candidates to seek for enrollment. They were'dependent upon

the publicity that brought parents to the centers. In some school areas, this

publicity was reported to be non-existent as far as the activities oC-e

local public school were concerned... Consequently, once the program had begun,

they enrolled all children meeting age and financial standards whose parents

requested entrance.
110-

(2) A high number of private and public head start programs were reported

to be in some-areas, thereby creating competition for the potential enrollees.

Once again, when the program began, the'-centers registered any child who was

brought (meeting amend financial standards).
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In all instances, We centers reported that they respected the age ie

quirements and the "poverty line". Six and seven year old children were

reporte4 attending only under the special reCommendation of the local school

personnel. They_ represented only a very'small percentage. This late enroll

ment of children caused centers to violate the plan for structure of groups

by age. (see. Table IV).
irr

4

Occasionally a teacher reflected the feeling that the center was not

(serving the "poverty" population as was intended.' Since'the evaluating team

did not 'attempt to check the records; this evaluation can offer no information

on this area. The following is quoted.from an unsolicited letter sent to the

coordinator of the evaluation by a volunteer. It is offered verbatim as a

particularly sensitive reflection of feelings that have been expressed by

- others.

"There was some talk among the personnel that our children were
"middle class" and others in the neighborhood perhay.s seeded
Headstart more. There may have been other children wuo were not
and could not be reached. But I wish to emphasize this: the
children who did come did not,.in the beginning, know a cow, a
horse, or even that ,a carrot, which they knew and ate, was called
a carrot.% It was obvious they had not been read to. They were
fearful of using paints and crayons (fear of getting dirty). Some
were afraid of boarding bus. It was apparent to is all that what

.

ever theirs economic condition, they were culturally deprived and
many would be "lost" entering kindergarten,in the fall without
benefit, of Headstart., Also,, we had our share of fatherless and
foster children and large families. Emotionally, they all seemed
to need and responded to affection and the individual attention,
thgt in a small class, they were able to get. Pozhaps it might
even be said that these children, the ones that came,the parents
who-sent them, have the best fighting chance in the long run, to
fulfill the goals of Headstart. Ybur social workers may have to
study'those who didn't come and find out why and if they can be
reached."

Petty Cash:

A .serip of critical commentswere offered concer4ng the lack of

allocation.for petty cash to be used by the classroom teachers. Teachers

felt that there was &flat./ in.the planning leaving thein handicapped to



4

4

develog such curricular experiences as cooking, planting, etc.

f...1;nfittl. 9f day: it

44

. There were requeits for the considet'ation of 4 longer daily program in

th futixo. .Teachers felt that the children would benefit from an extended

program and that `they might be able to enroll more of the Children.in acute

poverty'Circumiiancei," The=teaahere did not devalue t.ite half day program.
/ 0

They;fxpreised a Nelini that there is a need for both kinds of programs in

the Qhild Development Centers.

,

-), , .. . , . - 0,
>," ,dterorpided Btii.1 : ..

t .

* .
,t

. Some centers faced the problem of cooperating
00

with concurrent programs

functloning,in'the ThislcrWcally curtailetthe space: available

fortheindOor and outilooi prOgrfun.of the Child Development Center.

Pray.449a of bUses'ildreweekly tips:

prips

.
..

Faeh center wiprOvided with a bus each week for children's educational
./ ...,

4, '.. .

kli centers in, the sample population reported successful execution of
. , .
.0 .

thetts schedules.,'There was no questioning of this general plan for offering

AV ,*)

Apasog bias tli.s.tothe youngsters as a vital parte their educational
, #
.

'
s , r 1441., VI

experience. The were'concernp eXpressed relAive to the possible variations

,11

the stpticture of this
,.

Some" centers reported that the bits trips were initiated too soon.

1
I, 4

The children were not yet ireddy to venture beyond the pchool and immediate

neighbolihoogs; ,(.)tpepOrted that there was not enough opportunity to select
11.-

apprppriate:tri0 ftrthe individual class groUPs.
.

, .

The enerza'reaction, .however, was that these tripe were one of the

most mean.tngful parts.of the rogram. 'In lieu of the negative reactions_that
...

r'
r

- 4
L, .

S ,

4

t.
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appeared intermittently, it would seem that the resolution ofihesePrOlems

rests with the professional staff at each center. It appears that some \
centers related to this part of the program in a rote and unimaginative manner.

The bus was scheduled; one of the places was selected arbitrarily from the

list; and the morning class went to'this deitination, followed immediately

by the afternoon class. The Board of Education provided the buses and

contributed a list of potential trips within a reasonable traveling distance

of the center. The professional personnel in those centers that offered con -

plaints on this procedure failed to exercise their profesq.onal prerogative

in making optimum use of the facility offered.

1

Section III

Evaluation of the Educational Programs For The Children

There are two sources of data related to the evaluation of the education-
, a

al programs: (1).the eantent of the interviews with the professional teaching

staff, and (2) the data from the observations of the members of the evaluating

team in the 70 classrooms of the sample population.

It is appropriate to review the educational goals of the summer program

as described in the projeot proposal.

L

.411MIPM=WWWWIlmmommftwwwww.

... the program will be flexib1 organized to make optimum use
of opportunities for such activities as discussions, rhythms,
games and trips, stories and other language experiences. (p 2)

Activities will be planned to foster the development of a
better self -image through encouraging self-confidence and
creative expression ,.n an environment conducive to child
growth and development.

Methods and experiences developing relationships between the
child and his immediate environment, the formulation of
ideas, concepts and vocabulary will be stressed inthis
program.

Langu spexperiences will permeate the total environment. (p I)

.
mr.M11.61.n. 110110110.0.111 14.01/1".1.1410004.NOWrane
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Teachers' Perceptions of Educational Accomplishments:

Table)V offers a quantitative analysis of the positive results of the

summer classroom programs as reported by the teachers. These responses were

taken directly from the final interviews which included the following two

questions:

4

1. How do you feel about what, you have accomplished with the
children this summer? and

2. How do you feel about these accomplishments as compared to
your school year program?

44:
Over half of the group teachers specifically identified increased

verbal skills for the children as one of the main accomplis ants. 'They

reported that they had seen growth in verbal communication skills of the

children --much more than anticipated for the eight week period. Teachers

cited increase in vocabulary, expression of feelings and ideas, and in .

general peer group conversation. This growth was correlated to the relaxed

program that alloWd children tp move freely playing, working and socializ-

ing accompanied by the high adult-child ratio which offered the children an

opportunity to converse with adults on a sustained basis.

The next most frequently cited area of growth dealt with the socializa-

tion within a group context. Teachers felt strongly that the majority of the

children had developed many of the basic skills for group functioning. They

had learned the meaning of takihg turns, verbalizing their.requests v.s.

expressing them physically, establishing reciprocal relitionships with their

Peers, and increasing awareness of the responsibilities of group membership.

Teachers described the children as socia withdrawn and timid in the school

setting at the onset of the program. All but a few teachers felt that the

children had made unusual strides in developing a comfortablenes in the

classroom and group during the eight week session. Teachers who did not fe
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TA= ji 5

Educational Accomplishmsets of Summer Program and Major Reasons for
1

These AccampliShments, as perceived by the Profesiional Teaching Staff.

Acco6pliaments for the Children # of respondents

1. Increased verbal skills, vocabul, ideas, self-

expression 36

2. Improved social skills, interaction with peer

groups, taking turns, group awareness and

involvement' 30
. .

3. ansion of knowledge and development of

concepts

4.. View school as a happy place to come to and stay

5. Increased ability to respond to adult direction

and cooperatively participate in school routines

6. Increased skills with school tools and materials

7. Greater spontaneity, greater initiative

8. Greater sense of self: feeling of importance and

belonging

9. Improved listening skills

Other: Exposure to new foods; manners

20

19

15

13

12

9

7

Contributing factors:

1. Small classes coupled with high adult-child ratio

2. Quality, interest and dedication of teachers,

(Head tacher responses)

3. Trip program

4. Flexible program free of formal school expecta-,

0
44.

\\111....,,.......,

38

22

22

47.
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Table.#5 (Contid)i

Accomplishments # of respondents

tions and rigid supervision 20

5. Active parent involvement in center activities 10

6. Auxiliary services; psychological, social

worker and medical 8

Other: Working in "home" school; profesdidnal

planning and evaluation meetings (staff meetings,

cluster meetings, etc.) equipment.

i
P.42
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that the group as a whole hacj made a noticeable growth` in socialization did

express the feeling that individ 1 children had responded very well to the

educational expeiiences, i.e. "I have reached some of the children in the

group."

Again, the teachers related these accomplishments to the flexible

program and the high adultchild ratio. The feeling was expressed that this

program could succeed because there was not the formal school curricular ex
.

pectation imposed upon them. They were free to develop the activities of

the youngsters without concern for a predetermined sei of tests to be given,

and an established syllabus to follow. TeaChers reported that they felt

much more relaxed in working with the youngsters during the summer than

during the school year. Within this relaxed framework, adults had the op.

portunity to get to know each child as an individual with a unique set of

needs and responses. Teachers felt that they were able to begin to help each

child mature comfortably along healthy lines, offering acceptance, under

standing and guidance as needed. They were also able'to offer intellectual

stimulation to the individual children appropriately in terms of both time

and content. The children were reported to gain a fee]4.ng of being important

in thin, kind of program, and as a result, their selfimage improved. They

were able to exercise more initiative and respond more freely to the variety

of stiniulae.

In addition to increased social skills and language development, the

staff felt'that the trip program offered a great deal of content and stimula

tion to-the children. They related incidents of children's reactions to these

expanded experiences that were charming and well illustrated he impact upon

r
thek.

The sum total of this educational experience for the children was the
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discovery that school was a happy place in which to come and to participate.

The rooms offered a variety of interesting materials, suitable to their

developmenta'abilities. It also offered playmates of the same age and lots

of adults with whom to talk and from whom to get help. In the eyes of the

professional staff, this summer's program was worthwhile and accomplished

much of its intended goals for the youngsters.

Evaluators' Perceptions of the Educational Accomplishments:

The findings which follow are based upon the observational instruments

described in Chapter II.

The most outstanding positive evaluation expressed by the team was that

the Child Development Centers offered the youngsters a "nice place to play."

The rooms were designed, organized, furnished, equipped and staffed for the

children. The daily program was structured for\the youngsters. In addition,

there was sufficient, but noe excessive, number f children of the same age

with whom they could interact at any of several acceptable social levels,

and within a variety of interest areas. The general conclusion was that these

classrooms, with few exceptions, fostered the growth of the participant

children. The extent to which growth was enhanced and learnings were expanded

is the major consideration.

The most important factors relating to the quality of classroom tea*

Jing have already been identified in Sections Y and II of this chapter. The

process of selecting teachers, licensed by the Board of Education led to the'

Si

employment of many having no experience or limited experience with the age

group specified for participation in the sUmmer kogiam. Additionally, this.

process failed to eliminate, those teachers who were 416arently.uneuited to

teaching this age group. Table yi illustrates that 8!.09 teachers (apprOilmate-
,

ly 1/7 of the sample) evidenced that quality of harshness. and rejecting

. ,

41. .,R-Ch



behavior with children that is below the acceptable level. For the 240-270

children in these classrooms, the experiences with the authority figure of

the school (i.e. the lead teacher in the classroom) must be described as less

than positive. The extent of the negative quality of the experience depends

primarily upon the individual child... to what degree he became emotionally

involved with the authority figure,'and to what degree he related to the
I

content, materials and/or the peer group. It can be further stated that in

these classrooms which offered poor quality authority figures, the teacher's

'intellectual stimulation provoked minimal response from the children. There

was little observed in these situations that would achieve the goals of

Headstart as proposed. Children in these groups generally responded to the

total curriculum either passively or with hyper-activity that was de,tructive
.

in nature. ti

The majority of group situations which offered the children the op-

. portunity to relate to kindliy, interested and supportive adults varied

considerably.in the quality of intellectual stimulation provided. One third

of the group teachers were rated above average within this category of

intellectual Aimulatiorl: one third were considered average, and one third

below average; The reactions from the observation team were stated as follows:

Some well intentioned teachers did not have the creativity,
know-how or direction to change usual methods.. Though they,
gave lip service to the program aimsl'they did not know how
to implement them.

Teachers continually missed teaching opportunities caring the
free play period. They did ncCappear to know how to develop
the learnings that were being initiated by the children. Yet
they were aware of the need to extend the understandingt of 4e
youngsters, as demonstrated in the teacher planned group time.
They missed those moments when. the children were interested
and involved, and then attempted to create interest and ..

involvement later on in the total group; N.

14.
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Teachers xated Ave average took advantage of many oppOrtunities to

f1-4.1.k with the children about what th-sy we?e doing. But it was noted that
. v.,

hese teachers rarely encouraged the individuals to identify and resol 1 ,ihe416

0-.0atitude of ",simple" (v.s. complex) probleti that they were meeting relative

to theirn-goirig activity."'The usual method involved the teacher directing the

resolution of a problem by dictate: "Put that block over here and the building

won't fall down." "Turn the (puzzle) piece around and it will fit." "Pound

the clay to get it flat". By observation the teacher usually initiated the

identification of the probleE and handed the child a quick solution.

In essence, observers found the teachers lacking in the skills of

fostering the experithental approach to problem resolution in the use of materials.

They -,continually' to the children their personal interest but failed

to adequately stimulate and guide their inquiry and discovery of facts and

concepts.

Observers found the teachers rarely tried to deal with content areas

during the free play period, The content check sheet calling for a numerical

count of the responses of the teacher in any content area, (see appendix)

average 7-10 checks in a forty-five minute free activity period. Teachers who
A

utilized this period to develop relationships with individual children, focused

their attention on general conversation rather on the details of the specific

activity with which the child was

little ways, that the teacher was

enjoyed them... the children were

involved. The children were told, in many

interested in them, aware of them, and

important people. Toward the goal of improving

the childleself-concept, this kind of teacher behavior was well directed.

Toward the goal of expanding a child's understanding,"ability to think and

reason' to solve problems, this behavior was insufficient, at times destructive.

The high percebtage of kindly, supportive teachers was also reelected

;;;(4407:404;-,304.,......0.4:.,..........0..

(
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in the observerd rating of.the behavior of the children illustrated on

Table VII. In over half of the clatsrooms, the observers perceived the
fr

Children Viewing the-authority figure as'one that is helpful and support-
.

ive. Similarly, the children appeared to be relaxed and cooperative in

relation to the routines, that were moot often teacher directed. In establish-

ing a camfortableness for the children in the schcol setting, which is' an

orderly structure bounded by routines, a little over half of the class groups

observed can be considered successful. Almost one third were rated unsuccss-
,.

-ful in achieving this goal.. That category which rates the children as

obedient in relationship to a teacher-directed routine is consider y the

evaluating team as less than adequate achievement relative to this identified
4

goal. Children who are obedient, but not cooperative and relaxed in such

routines asclean-up, snack periods, etc., cannot be described as comfortable

in this part of the school structure; They may conform as a result of fear of

the authority, or as a result of confusion concerning what-is to be done. In

either case, they are not comfortable with what should be a familiar routine

after six weeks (second observational visits scheduled sixth, seventh and

eighth weeks).

Teachers demonstrated divergent patterns pf guidance in the varying

parts of the program. During the free play period,, their behavior ranged .from

no .evolvement except the execution of the required authority role,,to active

socialization with individuals and small groups. bccasionallyt,they were'

observed reading stories to small-groups or individuals. The essential goal

I

to explore_materiald and ideas without-adult intervention.

this teaching pattern appeared to.be the offering to children the'freedom
If

During the routine periods, the. teacher behavior ranged from kindly

but firm ordering of 'children to a rigid, controlling and frequently punitive

t OA WOM..1.10.1FPN 6111.1.010.1 414 iNfitOMMI10.0, .101,11101Z411.411 ih.;4;
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TABLE VII .

CHILDREN'S BEHAVIOR IN THE CLASSROOM

CHILDREN S REACTION TO AUTHORITY FIGURE (GROUP TEACHER

AS:

quality Total

Supportive
. and

Helpful

xxxxxxxxxxxxxx
xxxxxxx;xx"xxrx
xxxxxxx-x-xxxxx

4o

Helpful but
NOT ,

Supportive

.

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxIS
,

6) xxxx,0 xx ,

,

21i

Indifferent $ 0 @ .x @
.

.

. . -. .

..4, ,,

.

. 4 .

,

.

Rejecting

*. .
a

x x 0 .

. " . ., ,

i ' ' r

.

,

,

2

ro

' 4

Quality .

.
, ,.. ,

..: --,.

,

.Total

Self directed:

and
Related

le.,.% -I

xxxxeOWxxxk I.

. .

.

.

.

.

10i-

,

Teacher
directed:

Relaxed and
Cooperative

x,xx

x x0x

'x x x(i)x x x xee

x x x X x:X@'i x.x,x
v

xjk x

___..

x x
34i-

Teacher
directed:

Obedierit

@ x x x xopx0)00 xA x

(NO) x x x
.

.. .

....'-

,
.

.

Teacher
directed:

Resistant s
,

.I) TO
r © 0 .

. , , .

.

. ,

6

OTE: irefers to those classrOoms where children shoe
. evidence of mixed readtions to given quality:.

-

,
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approach. Some teachers who were successful in establishing a warm, sup-

portive relationship with children during the free play period were not able

to maintain this quality of relationship in the more stro.ctuiedperiods.

Awing the teacher-directed group activity period, the teachers general-

ly evidenced divergent patterns, but in. sequence: (i.e. one teacher demonstrat-

ed two distinct approaches within the context of this one period). They were

strongly authoritarian in structuring the activity -seating children in group

and calling for their attention- and then they tended to be warm and respon-

sivesive in attempting to guide the learning of the children relative to the

selected stimulus. This pattern of attempting to create an exciting learning

experience for the total group'at a prescribed time in the daily program

offered a number of problems for both children and teacher. The structure of

small class groups with a high-adult child ratio was intended to provide the

teachers and children with an opportunity to develop learnings in small

interest groups on a flexible schedule. Teachers appeared to be reluctant to

relinquish the pattern of formal learning period in the daily schedule. The

mall percentage of teachers rated as above average in that quality of "intel-

lectually stimulating behavior reflects the inadequacy of the teaching

procedures as developed. (Table VI).

Relative to the educational goals, the centers' greatest success was

fostering the feeling of comfortableness in the school setting. The most

poorly achieved goal was that of developing the children's ability to think and

reason.

CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In summary, the members of the evaluation team concur in the belief

that the educational programs of the Child Development Centers offered a set
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of experiences to the large majority of participant children thit ranged from

adequate to good in terms of the goals of :4e program..
.

Tliedifferentiai was great between the actual quality of stimulation

and guidance by the teachers and the potential quality. Experienced teachers,

accustomed to working alone with large groups of children, found it difficult

to modify their teaching behavior in order to take optimum' advantage of the

small class groups and the high adult-child ratio. Inexperienced teachers

had difficulty in developing their skills appropriately within the eight

week program.

The multitude of problems existant relative to the design and administra-

tion of the prograi by the Board of Education impeded the development of the

educational program, but did not cripple it.

The directives for the future relate to two general patterns of

problems:

a) Those problems that resulted from the time limitation placed on

the Board of Education, requiring that it design, execute and

administer this program within a few months:

1) rapid selection of teachers without refinement in selection
prOceduree or time for appropriate recruitment,

2) rapid structuring of procedures for equipping and supplying
classrooms leading to the variety of limitations in curricular
materials as described in Chapter III,

3) rapid structuring of a professional auxiliary service program
resulting in extensive inconsistency and poor execution of roles

b) Those problems that resulted from the administration of thia program

by a large, complex organization which, in terms of this short

program, is handicapped by its size and complexity and-prohibits

rapid execution of a variety of functions.

This slow processing resulted in:

1) Late delivery of supplies and materials
2) Slow replacement of personnel Otpocially secretarial)



ea V

58

3) Late payment of salaries and disbursement of funds

4) Poor articulation between structures operating under the
auspices of the Board of Education, i.e. between the

- regular achool.staff.and the Center staff.; .

5) Inability to respond rapidly to feedback and to make
.appropriate adjustment': withinthe,eight.week,period.

Based'upon the findings of this'evaluationi there are strong directives

for change in the future. Within the context of preparation for the summerls

activities,

1) the process of selection and orientation of personnel,

2) cooperative planning for holising, equipping and supplying the
classrooms,

3) articulation between regular school personnel and the recruitment
staff for the summer program,

4) provision for more effective on-going guidance of teaching staff, and

5) more el fective utilization of auxiliary professional staff, are

clearly identified areas for refinement. This preparation period appears to

demand considerably more time than has been allocated in the past. Cooperative

relationships based upon a clnar understanding of role and responsibility, and

a mutual agreement of the importance of this specific program are a must.

These types of relationships are not built in a short, intensive and, essential-

ly, impersonal orientation program! Nor are they built through written directives

passed down through the heierarchial structure.

Within the realities of the size of the undertaking, it appears that

little can be done in the way of further refinement of staff selection

procedures. This lack, though, might be balanced by a more effectively designed

orientation program that brought center staff together to plan for the summer

program under the guidance of a specialist in the field of early childhood

education. It would be highly desirable if this same professional could continue

to supervise and guide the group or culater groups throughout the summer, there-

by eliminating the waste of time involved in having a center staff build a re-
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lationship with two specialists, one for orientation and one for on-going

'supervision.

. -

A tither check on the accepted limitations of selection procedures

couldlbe offered by this type of orientation program. The professional lead-

ership in these orientation groups would have an opportunity to identi.f those

staff members who demonstrate slack of suitabilityto the assigned role and

replace them before the onset of the program. Further, those center groups

which contain individuals who are unable, for a variety of reasons,. to

establish a cooperative working relationship could be reorganized.

Within the context of the administration of this program by a very
I

large and existing educational structure, the challenges seem more difficult

to resolve,. It would appear that the Board of Education needs to find ways

to expedite the slow processes that have so impeded this auimnerts program.

A large organization responds slowly to the identified problems. An eight

week summer program cannot survive and achieve its goal within this large

structure unless provision is made for rapid response to feedback.
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CORRECTIVE READING IN NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Research Director:

Dr.Sydney Schwartz, Group Leader, Heat Start, Teachers College,
Columbia University

Research Staff:

. Mrs. Charlotte Brody, Director ofLower School Project, Little Red
Schoolhouse

Mrs. Clare Lawrence, Director of Grant Day Care Center, Manhattlnville
Community Centers

Mrs. Florence Lieberman, Doctoral Candidate, Columbia University,

School of Social Work; Social Worker, New York
City; Consultantl.Mend- East Harlem Poverty
Project

Dr. Bernice Mc Claren, Assistant Professor of Education, Southern
Illinois University

Mrs. Selma Sapir, Doctoral Candidate at Teachers College, Columhia

University, School Psychologist, Scarsdale Public
School

Mrs. Glenda Schusterman, Doctoral Candidate in Sociology, Columbia
University; Instructor in Sociology, Adelphi
College

Mrs. Marguerette Ward, Director of Manattanville Community Centers,
Inc.
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Jay 12, 1966 Nviistpitof tducationil Practices
Title I Evaluations

SCHOOL VELMENT CUM& HEADSTART

Sydney L. iazbtzaL ect Coordinator

SCHCOL DATA SET.

NUMBER or SCHOOL
Location: Street

Borough

Enrollment capacity:

%.of capacity filled

Groups:

A. M.

P.M.

AGE

Evaluator

Date

SIZE OF CLASS NO. OF BOYS NO. OF GIRLS

al /aNNIIN

Ethnic composition of the enrolled population:

Number of Drop Outs:

Average Daily Attendance

Os'?- (J814,1)
...c..
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. - C 7OR URBANIDUCATION
42/ Nei york.3.0036

Division. of EducatiOnal Practices
." Title tions

.:-Pre-'-'School Child Devel4ientgeteTILIM43201.

School 'Number

SCHOOL KEY

Evaluator

iDate

Address: Street

aoro

Name of Head Teacher

Group No. 1 Teachex.

.
Assistant
Teacher

Volunteer

Group No. 2 Teacher

.ro NOT FILL IN

. Assistant
Teacher

Aide

Volunteer

1

Code

.1=1

THIS SECTION TO BE
FILLED OUT BY COORDINATOR



imbitART.

No. of'Scho01:'

Date:

.STAFF DATA Mit,

Evaluator:'

No. of Tchisf

LEAD TEACHER:

GROUP.NO. 1

No. of Asst. Tchrs. No. of 'Aides

Volunteers

Male: Female

NYC:License: ECE Common Branches

No. Yrs. Experience with PK and K:

No. Yrs. Experience Elem. Grades:

NYC HEADSTART Experience: Summer '65

Other HEADSTART experience:

Schl. Yr. '65-6

Regular school assign: No. of School

Location: Street & Boro

(Area)

Grade assign:

Resident area:. (Identify by common name & boro:
(i.e., Prospect Park, Bklyn.)

Group Teacher. Male: Female

NYC Licenge: ECE Ccemou Branches

No. Yrs. Experience with PK and K:

No. Yrs. Experience, Elem. Grades:

NYC HEADSTART Experience: Summer '65

Schl. Yr. '65-6
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STAFF DATA SHEET (colited)

Other HEADSTART Experience:

Regular school assign:

, =

r " "` I " - 'erg I

'July 12, 1

No. of School

LOcation: Street & Boro:'
(area)

'

Grade assign.:

Resident area:. (Identify by common name & boro: Prospect
Park, Bklym.) .

Assistant Tefiria,r:

Aide:

Volunteer:

Educational background: iname of high'schl)

Experience with Children

Male Female

Resident Area

Name of College

No. of Yrs. Completed

Maj

Male Female

Resident Area:

Highest educational attainment

Male Female

Previous HEADSTART experience

Volunteer from agency: (If so, state name of agency)

Resident Area:

To Be Filled in On Final Visit:

Attendance Record of Staff:

ti



lig4DM47,4124, PIP1411

. .

GROUP NO.

STAFF DATA SHEET

July 12, 1966

Group Teacher Female

NYC License.. !CE Common Branches

No. Yrs. Eaperience with PK and

No. Yrs. Experience, Elem.:Oradea:

NYC HEADSTARTS Experience: Summer '65

Schl: Yrs. '65-6

Other HEADSTART Experience:

Regular school assign,: No. of School

Location: Street & Boro. (area)

Grade assign:

Resident area: (Identify by common name & boro: (i.e., Prospect
Park, Bklyn.)

Assistant Teacher:

Educational background: (name of High Schl)

Name of College

No. of Yrs. Completed,

Ilaj or

Experience with Children

Male Female Resident Area

Aide:

Male Female

Residect Area:

Highest educational attainment

.11



HEADSTART SUMNER EVALUATION

Volunteer:

_5_

STAFF DATA SHEET (cont'd)

.alfillanginglINIIIIIIIIIIIIMMIIIIIIMIMINI'

Ally 12, 1966

Male Female

Previous HEADSTART experience

Volunteer from agency (If so, name of agency)

Resident Area

To be Filled in On Final Visit:

Attendance Record of Staff:

Y



HEADSTAT SUMMER EVALUATION

HOUSING AND EQUIPMENT

Indoors: School rooms Utilised:

No. of kindergartens:

No. of grades

Comments: .(space problems, if any)

July 12, 1966

General Equipment Available Adzauate
Blocks and Construction
Block accessories

Housekeeping materials
Dramatic play materials
Water Play Materials
Manipulative materials
Woodworking Materials
Science tools and materials
Language development materials

Games
Books

Puppets

Arts and Crafts materials
Music:

Other

Instruments
Phonograph
Piano

On Convenience
NOTE: Comments of toilet facilities and sinks:

Outdoor: Equipment: Available Adequate
Climbing

Construction
Sand box and tools
Water Play
Wheel toys

Balls, ropes, etc.
Other

General brief description of outdoor area: accessibility to classrooms,
shaded areas (if any)

Alternative: Use of local park: (distance from school)
Name of park
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,,ICIAMART SUMNER EVALUATICe -7- July 12, 1966

arrizit GUID'E

TEACHERS MD BIAD TEACHERS

Initial Interview:

1. What do you hope to accomplish with the children in the
Summer Prograna

2. How will you do this?

.

immille111110111.114443,,ittaripiwohiartia?..turriiiii
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3. Whit Obstacles are there likely to be in the way of accomplishing
your goals?

4. If these obstacles do arise, what do you think you will do?

A
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
33 West 42 Street, NYC

Division of Educational Practices
Title I Evaluation'

PA-SCHDOL CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTERS

Definition of Categories (for:Eftluator)

I. Instructional Moves

1. Demonstration

la) Model to copy:' Teacher shows children an example of object,
motion or verbal expression with stated or implied direction
to duplicate or imitate: might include step by step instructions
accompanied by illustration:

ex. (1) sample basket (teacher made) shown to children'to copy.

(2) teacher shows children how to write name by doing so
first.

(3) teacher shows children how to skip and then watches
them try.

Distinguished from collaborative effort by teacher's act of
non-participation in children's attempt to imitate, duplicate
and/or copy.

lb) Model for children's elaboration: teacher introduces procedures,
actions, illustrations of an idea or concept with opportunity for
children to pursue individual exploration and experimentation:
accompanied by direct or implied suggestion that the children try
it for themselves - with adequate provision of materials.

e) (1) introduction of magnet and how it works; children directed
to explore further

(2) introduction of the concept of buoyancy with examples;
children directed to explore further

Distinguished from (la) in that children are encouraged to expand
the concept through additional exploration rather than repetition
of identical experience with identical tools.

lc) Illustrative: teacher shows the objective representation of a

verbal statement

ex. (1 "A ball is round", teacher holds up ball.
(2 Colors: "This is read", red paper, etc.
(3 Animal sounds.



Definition of Categories (cont'd) -2-

2. Collaboration:

a) Teacher directed and controlled: teacher is decision maker and
teacher and child work together on one object of action, with
teacher determining the direction of activity and sequence of
actions.

ex. (1) Distribution of napkins: teacher and child work to-
gether while teacher explains, shows, or directs the
placement of each napkin.

(2) puzzle: teacher and child assembling puzzle: teacher

puts some pieces in and directs placement of others.

(3) woodworking: teacher and child work together; involved
teacher instructs or demonstrates steps in the process.

b) Teacher assisted and encouraged: child is decision maker; teacher
and child work together on one object or action, with teacher aiding
process by appropriate questions and suggestions to identify the
problems and solutions; offering praise and encouragement to
continue.

ex. (1) Distribution of napkins: teacher helps child decide

appropriate number and placement.

(2) puzzle: teacher helps child; taking turns putting
pieces in; directing attention to appropriate clues of
shape and color for successful placement; praise.

(3) woodworking: child determines process as teacher offers
physical assistance; teacher raises questions; give
suggestions to aid; praise.

3. Verbal

a. Reading: reading verbatim of any written matter; stories, directions,
labels.

b. Introductory: verbal techniques used by teacher to focus children's
attention upon and to interest children in a group learning experience:
ex: recalling experiences to date, questions to children, summaries.

c. Non-tr4ndaction41: giving information, ideas, explanations, or
relating stories to children without request for or relative to
children's responses.

d. Transactional: evolving discussions, explanations, stories combining
the efforts of teachers and children as participants.



Definition of Categories (cont'd)
-3-

... ,

II. Behavioral Wm;

4. Dealing with feelings

a. Positive: teacher comments, remarks, utterances that serve to aid
child's feeling of acceptance, belonging, adequacy: not specificnlly
directed to change in behavior.

ex. (1) teacher comments upon the dress, grooming of child,
"What a pretty dress you're wearing!"

(2) teacher acceptance of individual feelings, preferences,
attitudes.

(3) teacher approval through remarks "that's nice", smiles,
or physical affection.

b. Neutral: Neither acceptance nor rejection of children's action,
comments, expressions. No response, or neutral comment, as
"Is that so?"

c. Negative: teacher rejection of individual expressions, preferences,
attitudes without identifiable instructional act: distinguished
from (5c) by lack of immediate social behavioral referent.

ex. (1) child: "I don't like my mommy today."

Teacher: "That's, not nice. All children love their
mommies."

(2) Child looks tearful.
Teacher: "Don't be a crybaby."

5. Contrail% Behavior

a. Positive: teacher guidance of child in a destructive social
relationship that aids in development of self- control, or prrvides
alternative patterns of problem resolution: guidance projects the
quality of an emotionally supportive relationship as against a
rejecting, punitive relationship, includes physical controls,
verbal guidance and limit setting behavior directed toward
helping child function more adequately within the group structure.

b. Neutel: No action toward behavioral control.

ex. 1 teacher sees 2 cbilAren fighting. Does nothing.
2) children screaming end yelling at each other; no

teacher action.



Definition of Categories (cont'd) J -4-

teacher attempts control of child behavior through
ening, punitive and rejecting responses: frequently

judgmental.

ex. (1) Teacher: "Johnny, stop that you're a naughty boy!"

(2) Teaoher: "Johnny, get away. You're just a nuisance."

(3) Teacher:: "Why aren't you a good boy, like Johnny?"

6. Arrangements: teacher direction of routines; eating, toileting,
dressing, clean-up with no identifiable instructional move.

III. Non-instructional Moves

7.' Teacher activity: conversation with other adults; fixing materials
for children, recording behavior; non-interactive with children.

8. Passive behavior:

a. observing: watching children

b. uninvolved: personal grooming, reading, looking out window.

Note:

Developed as part of a curriculum research program under the
direction of Professor Kenneth Wann and Professor Helen Robison
at Teachers College, Columbia, University. .!



TEACHER PROFILE

14iograla context:

ilatifE,1Wes activity' Min. 1 Min. 1 Min. 1 )tin. 1 Min. 1 Min.

I. DISTRUCTIONAL MOVES

lf 1426-ERgliaTV
a:Modil-tO, Copy ,

b. Model for child's elaboration

c. Illustrative

..w......-

2. CoVjaboration:

,.

,.

a. ea6 directed and controlled

. b. Teachei assisted and encouraged

3. Verbal.,:

.

----,a. Reading

IIb. Introductory

c. Non-transactional

d. Transactional

II. BEHAVIORAL MOVES
4. Dealing with Feeling :

a. Positive

b. Neutral

c. Negative

5. Controlling

II

t

a. Positive
.

b. Neutral

c. Negative

6, Arrangements (Children, materials,
transition)

III. NON-INSTRUCTIONAL MOVES

7. 114a2216tivitY

.

rw

8. PassivT blatvior:

f

a. 060 *1

1
b, Uninvtaxe d
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
33 West 42 Street, New York

Division of Educational Practices
Title I Evaluations

....ZPre-IMullag1612...CALISTIATALIBME4211

CHILDREN IN THE CLASSROOM

EVALUATOR

Date__

School

Class (Name of Teacher

A.M. F.M.

Age Group

Duration of Observation

Note: This is an open-ended reaction page which should include generally
such items as the flexibility in scheduling; ease of movement in the
classroom; relationship to materials and other children; level of
tension and relaxation noted; etc. Substantiate your reactions with
illustrations of objective behavior observed. This form is still
experimental and you have the option to use your judgment.

REMEMBER, this sheet should be restricted to children's behavior.
We take a good look at the teaching behavior via the other instrument.

f't*. e' . l



CENTER FOR mug EDUCATION
33 West 42nd Street

New York, N.Y. 10036

Division of Educational Practices

Title I Evaluations

General Summary;

Harsh

1 2

Teacher Behavior

3 4

Kindly

5

Highly stimulating

1 2 3 4

Dull

5

Highly verbal

1 2 3 4

Minimal

5

Supportive

1 2 3 4

Rejecting

5

Date

Teacher

Observer

School
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Number of School

School Location

Number of school

Date

Evaluator

Center for Urban Education
33 West 42nd Street

New YOrk, New York 10036

Educational Practices Division
Title I Evaluations

Pre-School Child Development Centers

SCHOOL DATA SHEET II

Average Daily Attendance

Comments

Number of Dropouts

Comments

Psychologist available? Yes No

Days p:!. weekCommnets

If yes, days per week

Social worker available? Yea

Comments

No If yes, days per week

-continued -



Pre-School Child Development Centers
Title I Evaluations Number of school
page 2

Date

Evaluator

SCHOOL DATA SHEET II .( continued)

Psychiatrist available? Yes

Comments

No If yes, days per reek

Medical Staff:

1.
2.
3.

'Comments

Title Days per week

Outside medical services (dental, health, etc.): Give name of agencies

......

Comments

Description of community served (families). Please be specific.

T...
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% pi children, 'who bave ,attended school before

P. 3

llo. of School
Date .of Visit

Praluator



Cbnier for Urban Education
Title. I ;Valuations

Pre-School Child Dev. Centers

NNW

"Questionnaire for Assistant Teachers"

number of school

date

evaluator

As active participants of the .Head Start program we value your comments.
We are interested in your appraisal of the Read Start program, in the following
areas:

1. What do you see CO the most crucial needs of the children it your group this
. summer?

2. In what ways did your class program meet these needs?

0._.,"*..

3. In your estimation, in terms of the children, what is your feeling about the
best part of this program?

Couments

Simi1ar41 what is /our feeling about the poorest part of this program? Comments.



Evaltations Questionnaire for Assistant Teachers

QI ;Chilli Development Centers -page 2 -

number of school

date

Evaluator

How do you feel about your supervision?



School No.

Family Worker:

Dot. of Visit Evaluator

INTERVIEW GUIDE

1. How do you feel about the Head Start program in terms of meeting the needs
of this ccumnity? Does it, and how?

2. In your opinion, how do you think the general community looks at Head Start
programs? Are they aware of them, understand them, appreciate thee

Note to Evaluator:- Commit these questions to memory and use a small pad
to take notes. Do not use the packet when interviewing
family worker.



Oa*, tot- esti IslutSion
*44004 /*otitis Division
Titli

111,40161 0,44.41Dmr. Centers

BecomA Beetion

"said fir"

nusiber of school

date

evaluator

1. Met do you see bas contributed met to the success of this summer's proven, in

testa of offering a: good educational experience to the children?

Coonentst

oak,
.. sy.

2. What do you see has interfered the met in setting up good educational experiences?

i.e. Biggest problem?

Ccumants



&boa No. Data of Visit Waluator

SECOND SieT1011

TRACHIR

1. Bow do you feel about what you hare accomplished with the children this

M

COMMENTS

2. Now do you feel about this program accomplished with the children this

summer compared to your school year teaching program?

COMMENTS:

VERIEM111111111111110111.111Art:',.. JVIE9EttrAmm. WV_Ievigniawv.k=isumrmila



IRS

Center for Urban Education
33 West 42nd Street

New York, New York 10036

Number of school

Date of visit

Evaluator

Educational Practices Division
Title I Evaluations

.PRE-SCHOOK1 CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTERS

CONTENT OF CURRICULUM AS INDICATED BY TEACHER BEHAVIOR

Instructions: check frequency of teacher responses in any/all areas:

A. Science: 1. Physical Science. (a) facts

(b) concepts 4
A

1
2. Natural Science. (a) facts

(b) concepts

B. ?athematics: 1. Counting

2. Size relationships & comparisons

3. Quantities (bulk) & comparison

C. Communication Skills: 4

1. Classification (check content area also)

2. Auditory discrimination

3. Visual discrimination
t4

4. Vocabulary. expansion:

Names of common objects 1

Descriptive words

Concepts
1

5. Sentence structure

6. Listening skills

D. Social Science:

1. Expansion in factual knowledge of community &
cultural patterns

2, Comparative cultural values

ManOsrs:

1. PlIpical Education & Health



11111011041IlmirOmplamtitsinahw

CRILDRENIS BZHAVIOR

A. FREE PAT:

No. of School

Date of Visit

Evaluator

Child - child: play pattern: parallel cooperative

group awareness

communication: verbal

non-verbal

mobility

comment 3

Child-materials: involvement and completion,

self-selection and appropriateness, conventional usage

destructive constructive

comment a

Child- authority: supportive and holpful

helpful and not supportive

indifferent

rejectink

comments

I



B. ROUTZNES

self-directed and relaxed

teacher-directed but relaxed and cooperative

teacher-directed, obedient

teacher-directed, resistant,

comments

C. GROUP ACTIVITY:

cooperative and involved

cooperative but not involved

resistant

teacher-directed emergent

comments

a

asog4415,445=itletti r -



TEACHER PROFILE

Program context:
i.e. free r tiries : activit 1 Min. 1 Min. 1 Min.11 Mi . 1 Min., Min.

I. INSTRUCTIONAL MOVES
1. Demonstration:

a. Model to copy

b. Model for child's elaboration

c. Illustrative .
.

2. Co1100Iation:

a. Teacher directed and controlled

b. Teacher assisted and encouraged II

3. Verbal:

a. Reading

b. Introductory

.

c. Non-transactional
.

!HI
d. Transactional

II. BEHAVIORAL MOVES

4. Dealing With

a. Positive

b. Neutral

c. Negative

5. Controlling, Behavior
. a. Positive.

b. Neutral

C. Negative

6. Arrangements (Children, materials,
transition)

III. NON-INSTRUCTIONAL MOVES

7. Teacher activity

-,

8..Passive behavior:
a. Observing

b. Uninvolved
___...__



a

CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
33 West 42nid Street

New York, N.Y, 10036

Division of Educational Practices

Title I Evaluations

General Summary:

Harsh

1 2

Teacher Behavior

3 4

Kindly

5

Highly stimulating

1 2 3 4

Dull

5

Highly verbal

1 2 3 4

Minimal

5

Supportive

1 2 3 4

Rejecting

5

"ate. . School

Teacher

Observer

'".;
:

.- -


