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AN EVALUATION WAS MADE OF THE SUCCESS OF A FROGRAM F
DISADVANTAGED PRESCHOOL CHILDREN ESTABLISHED TO ENHANCE THEIR)
S8ELF-CONCEPT, INCREASE THEIR LEARNING ABILITY, AND FOSTER IN
THEM A POSITIVE ATTITUCE TOWARD SCHOOL. THE PROGRAM FOCUS
ON.THE INTERRELATIONSHIPS OF THE CHILDREN AND. TEACHERS AND ON
THE CURRICULUN IN THE 38 PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS. DATA WERE,
GATHERED ON A SELECTED REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE BY OBSGRVATI
AND_INTERVIEWERS' PERSCNAL REFCRTS. SOME OF THE FINDINGS |
WERE--(1) THE PROGRAM SUCCEEDED BEST IN CREATING FOSITIVE
FEELINGS ABOUT SCHOOL BUT WAS LEAST EFFECTIVE IN CEVELCFI
THE_CHILDREN'S ABILITY TO THINK AN REASON, (2) DESPITE
PROBLEMS INHERENT IN THE SWIFT ORGANIZATION OF A HUGE,
COMPLEX FROGRAM, THE NEED WAS STILL GREAT FOR REFINEMENT {IN
RECRUITMENT AND TRAINING OF FERSONNE), COOPERATION IN
ADMINISTRATIVE PLANNING, COMMUNICATION BETWEEN REGULAR
SUMMER STAFFS, MORE GUIDANCE STAFF, AND BETTER USE OF
AUXILIARY PROFESSIONALS, AND (3) MORE STAFF ORIENTATION
GUIDANCE WAS NEEDED, INCLUDED IN THE REFCRT WERE VARIOUS
QUESTIONNAIRES, DATA SHEETS, AND INTERVIEW GUICES FOR BOT

THE CHILD CENTERS AND HEADSTART PROGRAMS. (NH)
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INTRODUCTION

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT -
The Child Development Center Program emerged from the fact that "recent
studies have established that children from economically and socially

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

curiosity and develop the speaking and listening skills...they do not have
a positive attitude toward themselves."(llThus, 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 encouragiﬁé
self-confidence, self-expression, self-discipline, curiosity
and a chance of success. Such chances may erase patterns of

frustration and feilure and espcecially the fear of failure.

3. Increasing the child's capacity to learn by improving and
expanding the child's ability to think, reason and speak clearly.

Wider and more varied experiences will be provided to broaden
the children's horizons.

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

‘'So+ Planning activities which allow groups from every social,

ethnic and economic level in a community to join together
with the poor in solving problems.

6. Developing in the child a more positive attitude toward schoof&z)

The design of the Child Development Centers toward *he 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 supplemerted by
Board of Education for the summer programs .

2, Selected schools in attendance areas having high concentrations
. of Yow income femilies.

1& 2 project ducriptéon: Board of Education of the City of New York
1: pl 2: p6é.
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3. Class groups of no more than 15 children per group under the 4
direction of a professionally educated group teacher; P
auxiliary classroom help to consist of an assistant teacher
selected from the current college population, and an aide
selected from the local comsmnity of the center.

Assigmment of volunteers will also be made where availsble.

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

5. Professicnal staff to be selected from the body of Early

Childhood and Elemercary Teachers in the New York City
Public School System.

6. Orientation sessions to be designed and administered to

all teaching personnel by the urban colleges. Family
assistants will receive their orienmtation from the Board
of Education. ’ '

7. Auxiliary professional services to be provided which will o
include medical and dental care for the children; psychiatric = -

and psychological consultants, and a social worker will also G
be available. o4

o

-8, 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 enrclled from the pbpulation of potential school
entrants for the fall of 1966; i.e., 5 and 6 year old children.
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OBJECTIVES OF THE EVALUATION

/

The specific directive for this evaluation.program was that of

assessing fhe' relative success of the educational programs of the Child
Development Centers in terms of the stated goals of the summer program. j

As described in the original proposal summarized in the Introduction,

the educational goals involved fostering the growth of the participant

children by enhancing ?heir seli:-concept , incressing their ability to learn,

~ and establishing a positive attitude toward the school.

Although the major factor influencing the attaimment of these goals is
“*bhe classroom teaching situation, the total operational structure of the
Ghild Mlomm Center is integrally involved. The level of success in
staffing (including selection and orientation), housing, equipping, )
supervising, recruiting children, and offering of suxiliary 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 strengfhs 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 wes hypothesised that an evaluatory study of a gualitative nature

could best de secured through a selected sampling repnsentat-ive of the

to1_:ll nusiber of schools pu‘ticipatin; in the Child Development Center Program.
This representstive sampling of the 262 schools in New York City was

selected by eploying the following criteria:

L
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X | ';‘;;\.'14‘ Concentration of low income families in the area,
‘ S (Poverty Pockets).

¥ 2. Geogrephiic location, including school districting. -

f; 3. School year enrollment: 4i.e. mr-epi'olled, normal ‘
) or under-enrolled schools. | |

A\, Extent of school year progran pre-kindergarten programs. 4
5.  Sise of Center: 6§120 children.

Criteria for Selection of School

Information was secured from the Neighborhood Youth Corps which provided
the statisticel data facilitating the isolation of those geographical areas

R ¢
BUREEL 2LV VNI s e

whare there was a significant concentration of ruiliep with incomes below
\be esteblished poverty line (#4,000 per anmm).

lt'lu decided that four boroughs of New York City should be sampled for '
represantativeness. Richmond County (Staten Island) was excluded berause
of its physicel separation from the other boroughs and its normative amount
of deprived families, This led the staff-3o believe that there were no
crucisl differences to be found there that were not represented in the other
boroeghs.

Trom 1-3 achools were to be c@led in a given geographic area based
won the percentage of low incame (poverty level) ea residing in that
locele. The distridution wvas as fou,.o-’c:

seccfrom 7.5 percent to 10 percent low income families- - 3 schools

ccsssfran S percent to T.A percent low income femiliesi-;- 2 schools

'

seecofrom L percest 20 4.9 percest low income families - = 1 school

SRR ETR  m FT

In addition to the comsideration of incqme lml, school year enrollment,

mmunmmmmmnmm and the size of

»
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The procedure for selection of this sampling required the mapping of

5 .
those poverty areas in relation to school districting lines. All schools

with Child Development CenteraPrograms were cited. In cases vwhere single
selections were indicated, a school centrally located in that area was \
selected. In thige districts where multiple selections were necessary, a
distribution was sought to include schools that would draw from\the total
population Sf 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: Manfiattan:
Crown Heights #289 East Harlem #7
Fort Greene #46 101
Red Hook #30 168
Williamsburg #196 Lower East Side #31
Williamsburg #16 ' 15
Bedford- #157 ; 122
&uyvesant #28 Lower West Side #23
East. New York #213 Chelsea #11
Brownsville #184 . Central Harlem #170
#u1 76
Greenpoint #34
' Upper West Side 66
A (3
129 v
Bronx: Queens :
South Bronx #29 South Jamaica #40
. 154 Rockaways ~ - #ue
Morrisania 63 Corona #92
39 ' Springfield Gardeqf #15
Hunters Point #48 . '
&

Selectidh of Classrooms:,

Since the sample population included centers with anticipated enrollment’
of 4 groups or 8 groups (60 children or 120 children), the staff decided to ,

select one morning class group and one afternoon class group, with different

L
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group teachers as representa@ive of the educational programs of the selected
centers. In thqsé’centerg vhere there were four groups in attendance both
morning and afternd3n, two teachers were randomly selected by the evaluafor
for observation. Beyond the initial idént}ficatioq of the school and the a

4

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

anonymity of the respondents. -

Section 2: Instrumentation

In considering the possible scope of an evaluation of educational programs
in Child Development Centers, a variety of questions were raised.
by -First, there were concerns dealing with the strueture and functioning
x of the Centers. It was neéesifry to ascertain.whether thegcenteré were in
: reality equipped with the personnel, facilities: materials and supplies as
i. T indicated in the proposal. Did these centers adhere t; the structural
g pattern which was proposed? )
: A second area 9f evaluat’on included a consideration of the appfopriateness
of the structuraliplan in terms of the specific goals and operational realities
3 pf the New York City Child Development Centers. It was not considered the
task of the evaluational projeet to seek a theoretical answe} to this aspect.
Rather, the evaluational procedures were directed to seeking data from th
Ceqper personnel that would offer pertinenf information concerning vital roles
-—anfulfilled and/or duplicated.
+ The final area of consideration referrent to the structure of the Child
Deve%opment Certers was how adequately and appropriately the roles of th?
fersonnel as assigned were understood and effectuated.

é Several factors called for the delineation of the extent of the
Sy .

; fvaluational procedures. The two most crucial of these factors were:
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l.. The erplicit task of evaluating the educatiooel program
| at the Child Development Center rather than the total
- 'Cihﬂer activities, and = | | ‘
| 2. T&s time available to conduct the evaluation: Since the

'.)K

eiﬂluation program was initiated one week prior to the onset

o,tf‘ the summer progra.m, the task of acquiring a qualified

groﬁp of professionals, developing the plan and instrumentation, and

exdogping the procedures was restricted to 8 weeks.
It was~feit that .the nature of the instrumentation, as well as the
'selecfioo of'evalo;tors who would use the data collecﬁlng devices, was a
crucial.asﬁect of the total reliability and validity of the evaluational
project. By virtue of the nature of the datay the design and instrumentation
of this study was conceived as essent%allyla qualitative analysis of the
Child'Development Center Program. Emphasis was placed on the objectification
of evaluation, wherever possible, through the use of rigorous recording
devices and scientific orientation of highly skilled professional personnel

-~

in their use.

.Io\t?e'design of the 1nstrgpents two oasic sources o; deta ;ere sought
a) observation and b) personal reports. « (

The perceived 11mifations of the instrumentation related to the
ciroumstances pertinent to the study rather than the data collecting
techniquesﬁemployed. The limitations of the time factor permitted no more
thangjzp visite to a center§;>tg;n the; defined eight week period. Th;s,

restriction on ﬁotential vi. ts was taken iﬁto,consideration as a liability. .

This 1tability was acknowledged as a reaiity factor which could not be —

altered and thus.emphasis-vus to‘Be placed on the quality of the available

oblervgtion and interview time. The goal was defined as the establishment

N
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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 develommental
and dynamic factors.as child growth, variations of temperament in a class-
room, the scope of the curriculim, 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 mstrmngnts for inter-observer reliability. It was tt;erefore deemed
essential that a variety of instruments be devised that wauld 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 botk in theory and use under the
p;escribed conditions.i - ﬂ ’

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

personal reports, including interviews and questionnaires.

Observat ional Instruments:

The types' of information needed to be sécuréd through observation was
apparent as a vital part of the design and methodology of the study. The

need for concanitgntly effective recording instruments to direct organize

-

and, in degree, standardize the observational data was also evident. It was
taken 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 Summary. Both instruments have been
recently developéd as a part of an.on-going pre-kindergarten curriculum study
under the-direction of Profegsor Kemmsth D. Wann and Professor Helen F. Robison
at Teacheys College, Columbia University. As'new instrtments, they have been

. tested dnly'for inter-cbserver relisbility, by the original’ researchers.

1
v
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‘but rather a study of the
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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 ﬁf'highly qualified pefsonnel who wére experienced evaluafors
and/or researchers accustamed éb supervigion and participant-obseﬁvation in
early childhood settinga.* 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
céncurrence on all items of the newly develope& instfuments.'

ahphasis 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. Fram the observational point

T _
of viéw,.pgttg;ng of teacher behavior and patterng of child behavior were

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

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

which the teachgr related to the children

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 criterias ‘ )
a. extensive knowledge and experience in 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 indicaté¢s professional campetencies, specialities
and suxiliary skills as related to the evalujtion task: -
4 Early Childhood Bducation Specialists: directors of New York City day care centers,
Private preschool, kindergarten and early elementary programs '
1 langusar development chort: recent participant in a two year curriculum ex-
perimental project for 4-5 yr. olds

A o




2 peychologists: public school and research experience

1 social worker: experienced in working with poverty population

1 sociologist: 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 field 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 membér of the group, most appropriately this member.

The description of group and individual development was elim nated 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 enviromment. 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 obsefver by structuring
observations to include:

1. observations of the teacher in action accampanied 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 intellsctusl level.
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 Objectification of the description of teacher behavior was required in the

instrument headed "Teacher Profile".® The cbserver's attention was directed
to an appropriate categorization of a series of acts of the teacher at speci-
fied intervals through0u£ the ébservation period. Observers né@ded 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 intellectua' 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

‘.ot 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
i@re invblved with n@teri@ls @nd aétivities of their owh 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 lﬁc? 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 sxisting.problems that were evident and

'»\(\“ o

#A11 instruments included in the appendix.
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unresolved. The interview was a functional meens of bringing forth the developmental

experisnces of the total staff at the Child Develomment Centers.

The limitations of the interviev as a ressarch technique were taken into
aceount. The 1mry'1w, both in its procu‘ and in recording, msy cull the
prejudices of both interviewee and interviewer. The self-protective mechanisms®
of both participants tend to delimit the sreas of response. The worth of the
interview is highly dependent upon the interviewing skill of the evaluator and
his ability to establish rapport, reduce arxiety and record accurately. Re-
cording may highly bias the analysis of the interviev data if there is only
recording of selected perceptions on the part of the interviewer. The va‘,lidity
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 objectiﬁely
evaluating '.h“ u‘;’ reasonably be recorded.

The strengths in the interview method lay in the fact that the evaluators
again defined the functions and a.re‘c of investigation based upon their own
experiences of being evaluated and interviewed. It provided a preparation
for the group for the interviewing task, reliévfng their anxiety and providing
ways of -o'uc'itmg cooperation fram the interviewee. The interview form also
gave latitude in providing an area for the rephrasing of questions and follow-up
related $0 responses received. To limit any distortiom of recall, the ov%luator
was instructed to record in process and fill immediately a.fter the interview.

Interviews wers atministered to head teachers in each center in the sample
and to two of the group teachers that were randamly selected by the evaluator
st the first visit. The family sssistant® was also interviewed as a vital
link between the school and cammmity. .

t

*Note error on form: read Family Worker instead of Pamily A-gmmt
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Where time 4id not permit, the questionosire was used as a good alternative
Tor the preferred interviev. The use of the questiounaire for the uiiltsnt
teachers emerged a8 an outgrowth of the feeling of the evaluation tesm that
& 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 observetions of the Center and its mml Due to
the lack of professional knowledge ability on the part of the assistant teachers,
certain protections were built into the gquestiomnaire form to guard against
this instruzent being used as a vehicle for the expression of ignorance, mis-
information and/or feelings of insdequacy projected to other members of the
center l%.ff Assistant teachers were requested to identify the needs of the
youngsters as they perceived them, along with a description of the ways in
vhich the classroom program was meeting these needs. The answers to these
twvo questions offered a framework within which to identify the meaningful
contributions in the rest of the form.

Chapter III
SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

Staffing:

All the professional persomnel of the Child Development Centers included
in the sample population expressed strong positive feelings related to ihe
contribution of the suamer progru'l to the lives of the psrticiptnt' children.
In this respect, there were no conflicting a.miuic. Similarly, the members
of the mlmtim teanm perceived many positive valuss 6f the Center's experiences
}tor the children. They expressed the professional convit;tim that the majority
of children were benefiting from the mmmer's experiences. The explicit values
perceived will be descrived in section thrée of this chapter dealing vith the
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mﬂ.ﬂi W in the clasgrooms. ﬁo mbuqmnt gtatements and analyses of

: thtmﬂ describe in detail the degree to which the staffing of the swumer
progras enhanced the stated goals, and the degree to vhich difficulties and
limitations were perceived and identified. '

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

three major frameworks: (1) the correlation between the' structure as proposed
and the on-going practices in the centers, (2) the perceived strengths and

n*huun of each part of the operational structure, and (3) recammendations.

|
\
Head Teacher: ' i

" The proposal called for one head-teacher to coordinate the educational -
progran at each center. Her re;ponlibility included the supervision and
coordination of (a) recruitment of childrén by family-cammunity staff, (b) main-
tenance, (c) classroam programs and teaching steff, ard (d) auxiliary services:
i.e., the foh 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 degree to which this role was fulfilled by the selected head teac‘.-hers varied
greatly from center to center. Two reasons acgounting for this difrérential
identified by both the head teachers and the evaluating team were:

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

. ‘ 2) personal suiﬁbility to the udniﬁistrstive roie.
Igdle I describes the mmber of years éxperienée on the pre-kindergarten
and kindergarten level for each professional teacher in the sample population.
Experisnce on the pre-kindergarten and kindergarten level ringes from no '
experience to thirty years. Total early childhood and elementary teaching

RS e ¢ ) .
experience ranges from ong year to thirty-five years.*

N 4
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*It is important to nots 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

inexpsrienced teacher lack the self-assurance necessary to successfully guide

the other professionals and non-m'octua:gh. Similarly, the teacher of many

yoars standing faced the challenge of s ing into an administrative role for
& brief eight weeks.

Several schools in the sample population faced the prdblqn 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 heaﬁ teacher.l .

The most cammon area of conflict was between the l;rot;essionala and non-pro-
fessionals. The head teacher, in the role of leader of the professionals,
carried the (roﬂtut burden, received the major criticism,_'and felt the greatest
frustration in terms of lncklof effectiveness in resolving the conflicts within
the time allowed. It is important to note t&t the head teacher assigmment
placed this person in the most delicite relationship role of the total pro-
gram. This individual (in 2/3 of the cent;egevuuted) was called upon to
supervise and gnidolcroup tuchcrn' vho were her fellow teachers in the past
school year und.\n.am be v‘gain.iﬁnﬁ the coming year. For the swmser only, she
vas placed in an iaiinmntiv‘g_'pouuop Vhich required the exscution of
suthority acts in the role of ‘upervisor. Additiodally, the cluster super- -
visor (from the Burean of _htl"y,bhildhood Bducation) of vham she was to o-
licit help and 'gniu‘t.:cc, vas frequently Ler immediate supervisor in the re-
gular ‘léhool,'m wherein she carried o .hiniotptive uuthé;-ity. The
asthimption of an‘minihl_tr.t’tin position for a fcv v‘on,- vitﬁ the knowledge
of the imeins t return to.the éﬁm level, oan seriously impede tha king
of authority that will be exercised and the initiative and crestivity applied

- : . i .
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o the task.

" fThe typés of idﬁini‘stra.fwe‘ﬁrbblans that head teachers met ave descr’i‘oe/d.'.

in Sectiori Two of this chapter dealing with ‘the administrative structure.

Sm examples are briefly listed below-

~ | - Late secretarial assignment* leaving a center without . L
secretarial help for several weeks. The head teacher, ' ' i
therefore assumed the additional responsibility of keeping
office records, filling out payroll forms, answering the

. phone, etc. L/
- Tate ﬁelivery,, of a variety of supplies: food, snack,
. " expendable materials, equipment etc. The administrator
faced the task of attempting to unsnarl a mix-up in the
- records at the central office in order to receive the ~ |
needed and allocated supplies) as well as helping teachers ' ‘
- to amnd pwogrm to accmodate for vital missing materials.

7T - Lack of appropriate coordination between the custodian of
(\; R thé school and the summer center staff; leading to problems
. in maintenance. As a rule, head-teachers were not given
_—a key to the building and were therefore iependent upon
the time schedule of the custodian. o, S
« No auxiliary professional. services (excluding medical)
\for all or part of the summer: i.e. psychologist,
:social worker and/or psychiatrist. ‘

- Late arrival of family funds: li.miting the developnent
of the fam: ly-qmmity activities as defined.-

Spanish speaking staff mber in Spanish speaking . . AN
conmmmunities.. : .

»

- Poor remiénship vith regular school staff: leading to
problens in recruitment, ho\xsing and eqnipnent. ‘

. 'The head teachers varied in their ability to deal with the ﬁ‘nstrationa
that were a pg:Lof this adninistrttive role. A few reaponded to the challenge
by devoting the major portion of their energies to the clerical work. = Others
demnltrated the porlevemce to cjinully Tight thraugh the "zed to.pe of
a 1atge orgmiuuml structure ® achieve their gous. st411 others focused
/! fheir onorgiau on the churomw and ignored the relt of the adminiltntiva chullenge .

.
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on 2 range frcm averege to poor except for a few who were Judgedexcellent.

+° .
' 8me3 vith more *then a reesmable mmber of operational obstecles were able .

to work with ‘bhe teaching staff in order to assure & wortb,whiie program for ]

the chiidren. Most of the head teachegs vere eble tg diminiah the orgeniza- --
tioml problems Where the major prob?.en vas the quelity of teaching per-

-~

- fomance on the part of any._one or. 8 granp of tee.chers, the problems were. . )
ffrequentl,y as intense at the end of the sumer as at the. outsets Little change
conld be expected in the teacb.ing ﬁettem of any proteesionel undgr the. cir- ..

| cmnstences of this eight week program One head teacher faced with such a
problem exp:‘essed her .conviction that thére should be a probetionery period
ror &ll personnel in the summer progrs:n. 1 It vas, her. 0p1nion that it is

| better for & group of children th change their teecher, as difficult as this
might ‘be, rather than to expose them to a negative experience as their "Heed-Stert
in school, L | o |
Recmgdation - v - S

Since there was 1itt1e in the way of prev:wug experience in administration
to guide the Board of Educetion in the selection of personnel for this eriticel
administrative role, it seems imperet ive that. sane direction be taken rrcn
'bhe experiencen gained this sumer. Poor ﬁeed teechers should not be ruelected.

: Kowever ’ gane aasessment of the dit:ticnltioe of mlrilling this role as structured
neede to be done rehtive to the, realit.iec of xeletionahipe in the eumer hierarchy
cmpered to the.gchool yeer mera:clw,. Do the velues of being in.the. 'hme
school' outveigh the obntecle: m@unteﬂ._in.mlgilnng the administutive role,

"-or 1- the “reverae true? cep, tm: peram edeguntely exercine her eut.hority in. -

lmgiuetive qnd cﬂu;ivp Imr when mpervidad bv her Achoo;\yeer euhtent principel"? |
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! the perspective of observationé.l evalustion the extent to which the essistents
‘ lsck ofdropmme behavior with young children was due to inadequate knowledge,

| | they could and eesigned to then both teeching and non-teechﬁxg respognsibilities, . , ‘

v 19

~w ' Y

'ﬂiis 'ma"ﬁéé&e cerefule enninetion. The epprogriete selection and assignment
of this criticel person hes stxong inpe.ct on the mture success or failui'e of these
summer prOErams. ‘;"f S f SRR

1
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The role of the gronp teacher is to organize, direct and supervise the educe-
tionnl progrsm ln her assigned classroan This task includes the on-going guidence

. of ell additional teeching personnel essigned to the group; the n@sistant teacher,

the e’tde > and the volunteers. As noted in the evaluetion of the educatigna.l
program (Se‘ction Three of this ehapter), most teachers. expressed the feeling

that the siccess of their summer teaching program rested in the stru ture of

mll cless groups and the high adi 1t child ratio. ' However, a large number of

&e teacyers described varying measures of dlfficulty in working with the non-pro-
fessionlls in the tea.ching situation. This difficulty wss traced to four factors- ‘

B J

/“ 1) the lack of outside class time fQr meetings with the non-p:ro- ’

i‘: ' fessional teaching personnel, _ .

4 2)° the lack of edequete preperation; limited: inowledge orf young
.~ children o.nd poor-. teaching skills, ‘

4

3) the boup teacher's inexperienee in working with auxiliary i
teeohing help in the classroom, and : -

?L" . lF) t group teacher's inexperience « the pre-kindergerten and -
: . ergarten level.. . ' | /
The ¢ ﬁers expressed feelings thst some members of this corps of_hel_pers
)/ere not 4\7

ted to working with young chlld.ren. It 1s‘- difficult to assess, fram ,,/. )

f

!
i

‘ lltills nnd guidance or to poor personality eaeptabiliby to the teeching task.

While ‘the major porﬁion of the group tenchers offered as much gnidg.nce as

’ lme tetchers rea.cted to this nnskilled gr... ’, at the low extrme with hostility

N
’



and/or disregard of their presence in the classroom. .
W teachers in 'the smuner PrC am vere also faced with ohe chal.lenge of
adlpting their tea‘:hing patfern to an age level with which they had never worked. )
As shmn‘x;ln M 37 of the 70 teachers in the sample population, had less .
than one year's ex;)erﬁnce working with kindergarten or pre-kindergarten children.
The identification of the needs of this age group *in terms of appropriate deve10p~
'mental experieu and. guidance absorbed much of the énergies of the teachers. .
-'For this group, with little or no experience , the added task of guid .inex-

N perie}cec\i nonhp‘ofessional personnel was difficult.

Despite these diff‘iculties‘, in the majokw'hsituatlons the members of . K
the evaluating team described positive changes in*the guidance of the children .
and” quality of clas?ocm experiences from the Pirst to the second it
® Recomendation:_ . ‘7'_ - ’
o o .o

. There seems to be a need for the selectig;of more appropriately experienced .

A . . /
group teachers, A \ Co ':/
Assistant Teachers~ N & v ,

: : 4 - . l
The allocation of one assistant teacher per group selected from the current ‘
|
|
|

.
_ college population raised several questions. However, there was general agreement
Q \ ' s - v
- Of the need for ass«istant teachers. Y

y‘I'ne body of assistant teachers in the sample population represented all types
-of college majors, and were students who had generally completed o years of
underaraduate study Many' had no experience with young children .and had no academic | '

backgrmm\i in ~education or the applied social selence fields._ The _professional

9
. teachix# staff at the centeu indicated a strong disapproval of ,such unskilled
assistant teachers. 'I'hey algo expressed the’ feerhm’\that the task of adequate
suidance of this unskilled and’ unknowledgable group was not reasonable within '

the tinu allowed. It‘pemitted little rewa,rds for the children and the program.




® _ Reporses by the assistant teachiers to the questicrnaired offered substantial support

'%tm:w@mmm Mmumnﬂyme&udwtmsmﬂewﬁm&d&ehﬁof
misunderstending of the children and thé program that could be described as
g‘r‘os‘s. }.E; "Teachers should have taught the children o :ead and write.\'
\ " In those instances where the assistent teacher (a) manifested a natu.ral ability
z,: .. to relate warmly and positively to young children, or (b) rapidly learned from the
i group teacher without the need for extensive guidance or (c) had previous.}y deve10ped
"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 ¥oals. o :

The male assistant teachers were especially valued as indicated by teacher

Yy DA TENE- EREECA TN e KT Ty
P S S O T SR N LG 04 Y 27
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e
responses and observed children's behavior., The professional tedching staff

who had successful experiences wfth the male assistants stated the "there should

5 . L
s FUFRE PRI

, be one male adult adsigned to each classroom in the future". Male asgistant .

).‘{'} ’ - . ) o

£ . teaghers vwho were rated below the acceptable level by the members of' the evaluating

tean were observed as eagerly sought out by the children. y : a

.Recammendations: - | S - -
There is a need for sane finer methods of’ selection for this body of classroom '

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

SN .
Nt SR

' , . of the children without disrupting the on-going educational prOgranis The

reconmendations for orientation and on-going guidance are discussed under section
© . ' 27of this chapter. ' |

~
Aldes: -

The general fedlings of the professional teaching staff were positive toward

B ats 1270 w20 R RN 2 TS RAOER TG AT S5

this corps of assistants The 'y sponses ran\ZG from highly enthusiastic and
appreciative of their contribution to grudgi

tolerance: of their presence

'].'he most common positive responses refle cted feelings that the aides had a natural

\
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| Teeling for the y‘oungsterl e.nd releted to them in a wvarm, confortable end mpportive ‘ '
h “mnnerf. thereby i'ulfilling | necded classroom role. The extreme negetive responses
' wcre 41&!(15.:' 1in nature to’ thole concerning the usistent teschez" the task of
guiding two non proressionals and developing and cdninistering a hea.lthy ,B"
gram i’or the chiidren was oo great to be accomplished successmlly in eight

weeks. ' o .

-

The male aides were es valued as the male assistant teachers. C ‘
~ ’ )

. \ SECTION II
Center Structures s.sL Desigged snd Administered by the Board of Education of

thc City of New York

13

It is in the nature of a large ed etions.l endeavor that each person working |
within the structxle develops a series of firn convictions concerning the strengths _ | 1
and weaknesses of the program The sample po;mlntion of this evaluation included R
105 professionals, 70 non-professional assistant teachers, and 35-50 family o
assistants--over 200 persons who were working daily withikthe s/\uation being . ‘
evaluated. As described in Chapter II on Instmnents.tion, the eva.lunting tean
‘sought to elicit as many pertinent renctions as possible concerning the functioning
of these centers in order to give meanins and purpose to the findings for futurc
planning. . o

~ ®Persons workiug hard toward & gwbi highly involved in thought about
those aspects which frustra.te then in their realization of achievement. In sum-
-varizlng the findings of the evaluation in this area, an effort was made to
orga.nize the responses into unit areas. Single responses describing a problem
were not included unless they fit into a general pattern or were considered
particularly sersitive percsptions. '

a 'i'he mJor portion o;r this section will be devoted to the description and

identification of problems in the over-all operation of the Child Develomment Centers.
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several instances, the members of the evaluating team questionsd the selection

23

Approximatnly one half of‘tho interviewed profaasionala exproascd con=-
cern in tho area o; aelection of peraonnel and orientation of the total ;enter
staff. As described in Section One of this chapter, the selection of the non-
professional personnel elicited the greatost number of negative responses,

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

of the head teachers and the group teachers.

From the poiny of view of objective criteria, it is necessary to note
that 8 of the 35 head teachers in the'sampla,populétion had no more than one
year's experience teaching young children of the‘age served by the centers:
3 had no experience and 5 had one year of experience (See Iable I). This
represonta almost one fourth of the aampla population of this specified
group. . | , R

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

age group, and 15 of the remaining 37 had experience of one year or less,
Tﬁua, 48 grour teachers of the'population of 70 (approximately 2/3) were
highlyfinexpgrienped‘with the pre-kindergarten and kindergarten curriculum
and child. In the instance of one school (#3 code), the head teacher's full
teaching ezpprience conaiated of four years on the elementary level, and the
rest of her staff were totally inexperienced cn all levels, The burden,
under these conditiona; seems awesome. _

J COﬁaidering the limited early childhood education exporienee"fbr thia’,
high a porcontagp of the profeaaioﬂa& peraonncl thenyignificance of the - ./
fact that the profbasionala expressed concern over their roaponaibility for
guiding the non-professionals bocomsa cl.oar1 Tt alao places the negativo
Ci nts concerning selection and orientation within a more appropriate
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'per;pqq:c.ive. Ié,e;cporioncod, teachers would find the task of guiding other non-
ai:ﬁorioncod ﬁerbomei a difficult .cha.il;nge, ind wotild be prone t6 look 'for
more competent help in the classroom. Although a few teachers ,expressed the
opinion that two regular teachers in the room would be more suitable than the
? current summer plan, timore is strong indication from the major body of the
‘responses that this aliernativo is not an appropriate one to consider at this
time, . |
There seems to be a need, to .reovalt,gafe and restructure procedures for
ov%entation and on-going staff guigance before a Judgement can be made referrent
to the success of the current staffing plan. The strong, positively expressed
.ira}ues of having a 'high adult-child ratio directs at;.ention to the question of
how to effectively coordinaté the work of the claae';'oom 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 emotfonal issue,
wwprovoking an manusual am'ount. of anger and hoatilit;y. The c;mclusion to be drawn
concerning orientation is that some reat;'uct.uring of the current procédure is
essential, Teachers reflocto'd negative feelings pertaining to a) being re-
quired to attend oriéntation sessions, (b) the content of the orientation
sessions , and '(c)) poor timing of orientatiop a?ssions coordinated with their
on-going teaching schedules, “Positive responses, considerably less in number ’
“reflected a feeling that the or \ntatipn sessions mro meaningful and contribut-
ed to the success of the sumser's teaching experience,
| In substance, the auggogtiona for change focus on the following:
(1) Providing an opportunity for center personnel to participate
»- ~ a8 & group in planning for the summer program, The interview

responses indicated that there was considerable confusion on
the part, of many members of the center staff concerning indi-

vidual role and responsibility. This confusion led to mis~ ,
_understandings and extensive loss of effectiveness and coopera=-

tion. . In soms cases, there was a gross lack of information
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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 respesctive roles and to have an oppor-

tunity to jointly plan the exscution of their jobs before the

onset of the program, -

Alth%u‘gh 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 rooms and the
enrollment of the children. It was reported that the staff
had little opportunity to meet together for uninterrupted
peripds., 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 bsyond their present level, It
/ seems desirable that some separation of experience level groups
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may be made in that part of the orientation program that deals
with curriculum development in the cjassroom.,

(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 day's teaching and

on Saturdays after a week's work. Many of them reflected on

their exhaustion during this period, irrespective of content

SR or appropriateness of the programs, -

Y A TN RS = T
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amily 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. ,
. M ] /’ b
Relative to the problems of on-going guidance’of center personnel, one N

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
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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

wers part time employees, the cnly time their achodﬁlea overlapped was mid-
day when the children were in attendance.

ot el A e WL o Ll e




AT I gV -~ TR LW TN .~
R Il ML T e S A M. a2 s Bt 3 18

AN

B! ) a9 e

The proposal for the facilities of the mumer program relied heavily
upon a cooperative riliﬁiemhip between the ngnhr school personnel and the
mr ‘staff, In reality, there was a serious lack of micmtion between
the two *proy@». ' '
Housing: Regular school administrative personnsl were requested to
allocate an ua:}gmd number of the most appropriate classrooms for use in
the summer program. In those few cases where grade rooms were assigned
instead of kindergarten rooms, the problon;a surrounding adequate space and
equipment appeared serious.,

Maintenance: % In approximately ‘ono'thj.rd 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 awdliary rooms and of the outdoor play |
areas. | | |

One head tescher reported that the building maintenance staff claimed
to have no additional allocation for care of the building duri:ng the summer
and therefore they could not fulfill their function in the building, The
professional staff, in this case, ‘con.tribut'ad monies toward the purchase of
cleaning materials. ' L oo ‘ |

Some investigation needs to be mads .rel"iativb: tc planning for and
exsoution of this vital role, Future plans. should take this problen into

* account and protect against its. recurrence,

-

#% In the design of the inatrwnent.a',' no data on maintenance was specifical~
ly 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 wince it relied upon the awareness and concern of the '

~ evaluator to make notations, .
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Equipment: S - ;
The prdpoaal for equipp:lng the tnmnor program ccmpriae\i 4 'plan by which

' achool-yaar poraonml were to make auihblo the ‘major portion of t.heir ‘basic
,oqnipment for use in the mmmor. Thie equipment was to include blocks and

acceasorioa s"dramatic play materials, science materials, language art materiala,
ninipnhtivo materials, non-expendable arts and crafts materials, ete. The

~ degrés to which the regular teachers cooperated with this directive varied
' greatldy‘n, The trend was markedly toward the storing of equipment and materials
- «
" 'vs. leaving them accessible for use. il 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 4k, 25 were not in

their home schools and thus did not have access to materials stored in their
own rooms. ‘

In the majority of centers, the _biock accessories, housekeeping,
dramatic play, woodworking, science and language development materials were
evalu'ated as less than adequate for the class group (see Table II). 1, of

the centers in the aample' population were unable to use any ocutdoor facilities

at the schoo].‘. Of the twenty remaining, only 8 were evaluated as adequate.
Generally, public parks were not reported to be satisfactory alternatives,

It :Ls not the task of this evaluation to bogin to assess the many
reasons why toachera choss to store the larger percentage of their basic
classroom cquipm:nt rather than leave it available for the aumer program,
Howsver, there is a recarmendation here to begin to assess the practical
results of such a pla.n in terms of the equipmont available to the youngsters
during ‘the aumer. o ?

A variety of alternatives are a.vailablo and should be oxplorod.

Suggest.ions % the teachers and head teachars follomd a general trend of
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TABLE II

HOUSING, EQULPMENT & SUPPLIES *

‘General Equipment ~ | . Unavailsble | Available Agggué.te
A > ‘—-&-

Blocks and Construgtion seeecoe | 1 } .13 20
Block accessories ..ccececceeef .. 3 7 7 14
nomk‘cpim"mteriaho"ooooooo ~1 0 ) N !% %
Dmt"‘! plw mteri&ls;ooooooo' 2 \ 1 .
Watér*rw mterj.all-....uuu. 10 - 10 ) W
‘Manipulative materials....cecee 1 15 - 18
Woodworking materials..ccecceee 17 9 ‘ 8.
Science tools and materials....| - 13 15 b
Language development materials. . 0 ] 20 14
GaMmeS cvececencercone: ‘3— 16 15

0

7

0

pnian ol gl i

K ) ....E < _-..l |__5 g

R DAL

BOOKS sevsevevcccccee 1_9 ) 15
) P@pﬁtﬂ‘ooo;oooooooool 15 - ) 12

iArts and Crafts materials......

13 | =2

Musice - = \ S B ' i
Instrumentsoooooooooo ‘
mﬂmmph ees0000veel.. -
Piano 0000 eceerqrccee

» ()
Kol 5] oo
4
N
e

Ny R A e e T LI RIS T

Outdoor equipment: ‘
climbing O.QO...O‘.O.’. g . 2} B
£ Const_ruction Y RTEN 27 -
! Sand box end tools... .27
’%’, water phy .‘OOO..O... 28
! Wheel toys e00ccesoce 27 ,
Balls, ropes, etc. ..| 14

PPl e

—-

. School Playground eeeesceseces 1k

1= k§ on‘\n';\n#pg';
°~+
Rofrofi-

8 l Ioocal P&rk oooooqo)oooooooooooo ) 15 l

- N — ~
; 2 — : " T
i ¥Footnote: Data available for 34 schools of the 35 in the sample.
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requesting that (a) there be timeé for cooperetive phnning between the two

. ~ teachers ueing the same’ room, and (b) the summer teacher have the option of

ordering materiale ‘and equipment that muld moet* efrective]y add to the

e:cieting equipment aveila.ble. In thie way, both ‘the eumer and winter

progrem would benefit from the additional expendituree.

LAY - ’
AN . . N
g N B .
. v H .

*; ‘ " Materials and Suppliee. . - .

- S Baeic artg end crafte supplies plue some auxiliary materials in language
CT . erte, ecience ’ manipulative and dramatic play were on the master list of sup-

: | pliee and meteriale t,o be given to each center cleeerocm. The problems surround-
ing thie etructure for eupplying the eumer classrooms focused din two areas:

‘ | : (1) deIivery date of listed iteme e.nd (2) eelectione on the master list.

% o (l) The de,livery de.te of euppliee, eepecially in the arts and crafts

. ' " area varied coneiderably The trend‘ most notable was late delivery ,

% ’. _. rangi;ng from 2 to 8 yeeke late. Inan eight week .program, this poses

| 3 eerione obstacle to the teaching personnel for program developme?xt ..
. In~thoee centers where‘eachere were in their on claserogma (26 to

*:’ T 70), or.even in their home echoole (19 more of rthe 70) they were able

. © to utilize the echool year supplies to cover thie interim period betueen |
: ‘ ! :oneet of the program and arrival of eunpliee. (Table I)

(2) Selectione on the master list evoked mxed responses. Two pa.tterne

' oi‘ negative reeponeee were identified (a) the concept of duplication

e
TR SO S8 LISV S XY

S . ‘_ (b) profeeeional dieagreement concerning the quality of . eelectione ’
| o _especially the books, R S . ’
o (a) Duplicatiow The profeeeionale working the centere expreseed
- " e their convictions that the process of eupplying ‘the centers

| L with meteriale was: inefficient. | '

e P Wy - e e ¢ ks Sy
.,
-
L 4

"‘l-«

P ‘ . At one extreme vas, the concern for the duplicatione of mate~
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rials available in the classroom; and also the duplica-
tion of materials given to each classroom in a giQQn\ cen-
ter, thereby making two to four ‘sets of identical matc}&%a
allocated to a center. As indicated above, the mfster list
included booka, puzzles, puppaﬁs and sciené: matg*iaiﬁ as‘
well as the expendable arts and crafts supplies. Teachers
described aiéuations whetein the puzzles, books and puppets
were dnpli&ates pf th&se already available, They would
have preferred to have the opportunity to plan ahead with
the rgéﬁlhr classroom teacher for ordering aﬁ/;;panded
. aelocti&g. In'thé opihion'of the teachers, those class-
rooms where the group.teacher would be ubfking in h;? own
clasgzgzﬁ over the sumer, the t9sk seemed to lend itself
to.an easy aécgﬁmodatibn to this recoumendation.

In ;ddition to this sppcified area of duplication, teachers
reflected upon the waste of having sévq_gl setp of identical
books, science materials etc., given to a center. Since the
book 1ist wa¥ considered minimal, they felt that a center.
with four classee‘could have benefited from having four
different sets of books delivered. This would have oftébed
‘ah opportunity.for‘exnhango and expanded seleqtion of stony:
:‘ f?hding experiences for the youngstﬁ?s., Puzzlcs, puppete |

and other materials pould also have been distributed in this
' Jf /“'-_)\

-uunnor. ~

ol

Selections on the master list: Thero'wab_a trend of negative
reactions that debcribed.inabpropriafeneas of book selection

‘for thp.dgvelopmpntaliand experiential needs of the partici-
- : t T
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pgat children. Teachers cammented that there was only one’
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 mgieriala to be used, K

v, A8 one teacher expressed it, "Only the classroum teacher

REALLY knows what her children need."

Anxiliary'professionalhservicea:

As illustrated in Table III, the availability of auxiliary services of
the psychologist, social worker and psychiat*ist were highly inconsistent.
Although'the m;dical Staff fits within this category, no center reported any
difficulty at all with this ;ervicb. It\EEQ considered highly satisfactory.
Consequently, further discussion m this area will be rést,ri’t,ed to the three
professional representatives identifed above.

| Of.the 35 schools in the sample, 9 reported full service available aﬁd
7 reported no auxiliary service available, The detailed breakdown in partial
service of the 19 remainixg showed 9 had no psychologist, 7 had no social |
worker and 11 had no psychiatrist, = o

The reasons for this h;gh variability in the offering of auxiliary L.
p}ofeeaional services to the centers w#s not sought in this evaluational
procedure. The cénterlﬁersonnel,ref}bcted negative responses in relation to
this inconsistent pattern. From the perspectiY? of the evaluation team, this
total area needs aerioﬁg‘reconsideration for the future, Of the centers which
had these services fuily_available, some utilized them fruitfully, and some
bé;:ly utilized them at all. Some of these professionals were on call, but

. A /
did rfot appear unless requested. In the Judgment of the evalugtors, the head
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L Sumoary of TABLE ITI
| ‘ - AVATIABILITY and EVALUATION of
| AUXILIARY PROFESSIONAL PERSONNEL
=
| /
FULL Auxiliary Service Availgdble - 9 Schools
NO o " " - 7 Schools
e —
Aux,
Services Psychologist | Social Worker| Psychiatrist
Aveil.
-—+ R ——
# of schools '
available 19 / 22 18
# of schools /
wnevailable 6 13 17
, \ ,
: Total 35/ 35 35 :
/ r
, ’/1 - o ‘.ﬁ"
# Ratings
. / ¥
Excellent 2 1 0 :
Good 8 7 2 H
Acceptable 5 6 6 .
Poor 1 3 3
. Not used 1 2 2
Nof rated 2 0 < §
Not enough i 0 3 1l 4
- | - ‘
Total 1\ 19 /7 22 18 ]
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teachers frequently lacked the skill, fﬁ}ti&tivo, sscurity or organization to
call on these services appropriately, jéince few head teachers had pre&ioua
experience in administration, it wtq'éitticult for them to_gp&dhatsnd how and
~ when to-direct the auxiliary poraonéel.
The social workg;'was the only professional link to the families., In
a program such a8 this, which directs its attention to the concept of community-

school cooperation in an educational endeaver, the lack of a qualified profes-
sional t6 fulfill this role in one third of the sample population appears to be
s a serious violation of the over-all program proposal.

% Several centers resported that the professional personnel assigned to
them on a regularly scheduled basis did not adhere to the schedule, The head

P AL T AT

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

AR L AN Y

to visit, There was also a feeling among the evaluating team that the qualita-
3 | tive judgments -’~de by the head teacher a;& not reflect an honest appraisal of
the sumer's experience, Contradictions were picked up in the processing of
the data leading to a suspicion that these head tegchefs were hesitant.to make
negative comments concepning the consultant services. In one instance, the
head teacher reported that the aoéial worker came ofie day 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 tea~ any description of this aorvice,whiqh ]
is not stated in positive terms (good or excellent) indicates a poor level of
cooperativo'par;;;ipation b§tweon center and consultant.

‘ If it is judged that the Child Development Centers need the auxiliany
profbaaional servicoe, then some reorganization of the structure and administra-
tion ot th;o p;rt‘of.the program:z; deemed essential, Consistent assignments
should be mad@. Further, all professionals involved .need an opportunity to

A
~ work ou£§fﬁé kind of role and responsibility pattern that will enhance the
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' educational programs for the children and the participant families.

Lic gt

Funding:

-
RS

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

1
undertaking the described parts of the program, and (2) demoralization of
staff, and financial hardship for soms personnel.

R A L o AR o g\

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

SRR e

"W

by the famil;:}:seistanta did not reach the centers until the fifth ;eek of the

PR L AR

é}_gg-‘»'-vng/ S

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

7 éXpsnditures until the money was received. After it was received, reportedly,
they understood that they were to abend it all within the remaining two and

V,IY’.;—WT--

' 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

A

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

{
80, paid in advance for many of the parent activi&}es conducted in the early

R SR F

YRGS
et

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

o« W

PR + PO R G DR

did not do this. One Hiad Teacher expressed it this way: "The tardy funding
crippled our parent program', | r
Staff salaries were alao‘made late enough to warrant a series of i
negative reeponéea. On aeyeral occasions the members of the evaluating team
were_greeted at the centers with the question, "Did you bring our money?v
| Some head teachers expressed the feeling that the demoralization

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

1/

quality of teaching in the claaesroosuus.\15
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Ianch Program:

Two facets of tﬁe 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 tﬁcre 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-
portunity to observe the lunch program, the same divergent observations were
reflected.

Under the circumstanceg, 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 propoaél called for the supervision of the lunch program by the
assistant teachers and the :ides. Where the assistants and aides were not
adequately skilled with cﬁildren,-tha toacﬁera felt that this was poor plan-
ning. The lunch program was éonaiderad a vital part of the educational
experience and therefore should have had killed professional'participating

in the activity with the children. ‘Pe W some flexibility in scheduling

would be appropriate in the future, soﬁihat*teachors who deem it necessary are
able to participate in the lunch program. Scme teachers reported that they did .
80, but others said they could not because of a shortage of food. ‘
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‘Enrollment and Attrition:

In a gross analysis, the enroliment of children in tﬁe'centorﬁ does not
veflect any serious problem. Table ;& i}luatratee that 25 of the 35 centefa.
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 orcs 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

AR SR 1508 S A TANINEA L At gs. ¢ 3 2 i o by tenbala et s L W .
«

patterns offeraed no major questions or concerns.

In a finer analysis, howsver, there appears some quostiohs regarding
enrollment that will ultimately demand eﬁplanaﬁion.’ 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,ﬁo% or over of children who have had previous sphool ekpéri-
ence, ,Twelve more schools have from 20+50% reregistered children.

Inquiry into this discrepancy revealed twg kinds of explanations:
kl) lack of coopsration from the regular school gtaff'left the summer staff . |
with no list of candidates to seek for enrollinent., They were'depgndent upen
the publicity that brought parents to the ce;tera. In some school aréas, this

| puplicitj was reported to be non-existent as far as th? activities o&“fﬁ'
local public'achool were concerned, . Consequently, once the program had‘begun,
they enrolled all children mesting aga and financial staridards whose parents
requested entrance.
(2)‘ A high number of pfivate and public head séart programs were reported
to be in some areas, thereby creating competition for the potential enroliees.
Once again, when the program began, the'centers registered any child who was
brought (meeting age,and financial standards),
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In all instances, tﬁb centers reéorted that they respected the age ief,
opirements and the tpoverty line"‘ Six and seven year old children were .
reporteé attending only under the speciel recommendation of the local echool
pereonnel. They represented only a very emall percentage. This late enroll-’
ment of children caused centers to violate the plan for structuie of groups
by age. (eee~Table V). | ; . ‘

Occésionally a teacher reflected the feeling that the center was not

(‘serving the "poverty" population as was intended.’ Since “the evaluating team

I i SRR A S JC e R o JR I C £ 32
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did not sattempt to check the records, this evaluation can offer no information

d ' . v~

on this enea.\ The following is quoted'from en‘unsolicited letter sent to the
_coordinator of the evaluation by a volunteer. It is offered verbatlm as a

' particularly sensitive reflectlon of feelings that have been expressed by

¢
N

~ others,

~ "There was some talk among the personnel that our children were
‘ "middle class" and others in the neighborhood perhars .eeded
Headstart more. There may have been other children wiuo were not
and could not be reachad, But I wieh to emphasize #his: 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
Do a ‘carrot., It was obvious they had not been read to. They were
" fearful of using paints and crayons (fear of getting dirty). Some
S were afraid of boarding bus. It was apparent to us all that what-
% ’ ever their economic condition, they were culturally deprived and
many would be "lost! entering kindergarten in the fall without
" benefit. of Headetart. Also, we had our share of fatherless and
foster children and Yarge families, Emotionally, they all seemed
to need and responded to affection and the individual attention,
‘that in-a small class, they were able to get. Perhaps 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. Your social.workers may have to
study ‘those who didn't come and find out why and if tney can be
. reached." - . -

" Petty Cash: .

A seriﬁp of crltlcal comments. were offered concernjng the lack of

aIlocation for petty ceeh to be used by the claeeroom deachers. Teachers

felt that there was a: flaw in the planning leaving thehn handicapped to
. :
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< deve.}op_‘ such curricallar experiences as cooking, planting, etc.
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There were requests for the consideration of a longer daily program in
i : t,he mturs. Teachera felt tha.t 4he ch:leren would benefit from an extended
‘« - progré.m a.nd tha.t ‘bhey mi,ght be able to enroll more of the children in acute

/"/ poverty circumstances. The teachers did nzt deva.lue t\he half day progra.m.
. « ’ *

Tﬁey aexpressed a fegling that there is a need for both kinds of programs in

‘ the thld Development Cen‘bers. .
e B : .
Overcrgwded Build‘ings. S

o
Some centers facea the problem of coopera.ting with concﬁrrent programs

-

- L4

“i

o functioning, in the buildings. This critwcally curtan.le%the space available

l

., for the" indoor end outdoor p&cgrsm of the Child Development Center.

-

o

;.Proyj,s_ipn of buses i‘or weekly tr::.ps e - ~

n Eaeh cen:ter’ was,grova.ded w1th a bus each week for children's educational
R 4
trips, A(ll center.e in. the sa.mple population reported successful execution of

4 ‘the ‘bus schedules._ There was ne questioning of this general pla.r for offering

\ !gular bus trips to t.he youngsters as a v.1tal part. of their educational
| l? - experience. .,Thgre were concernp expressed relative to the possible variations
- in, the structure oi‘ this pracedure .@ Vs . 7

‘ [ ;Q: ) Some ce’nters 'reported that the. bus trips were :uutiated ftoo soon.

. 3
The children were not yet *reﬁdy to venture beyond the school and 1mmediate

. neighbor,hoods, Other}, reported tha.t there was‘not enough opportunity to select

a.p/prppriate -tripa fbr the inc;ividual class groups. C \

-

.
‘_‘D N

The ‘génera.‘l reaction, however, was that these trips were one of the ,

/-

most, megnj,ngi‘ul parts .of the }rogram. In 1lieu of the negative reactions that

-
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" rests with the professional staff at each center. It appeﬁrs that some \

; ' o 45

appeared intermitteitly, it would seem that the resolution of/EﬁZSS\BEb ems
] AN

centers related to this part of the program in a~rote and nnimaginative manner,

The bus was echeduled; one of the places was selected arbitrarily from the
list; and the morning class went to "this destination, followed immediately
by the. afternoon class, The Board of Education provided the buﬁ‘s and

contributed a list of potential trlps within a reasonable traveling dletance

of the center. The professional personnel in those centers that offered cor=

' plaints on this procedure failed to exercise their profesééonal prerogative

in making optimum use of the facility offered. %,
‘ ‘ $

(f_ Section IIT
Evaluation of the Educational Programs For The Children

L}

There'are two sources of data related to the evalua.tion of the education-

S

al programs: (1). the eont/nt 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 appropriateﬂto review the educational goals of the summer program

as described in the project proposal. ' ' .t ' N
ces tnecprogram will be fléxibf? 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 in an enviromment 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 in-this
. program,
\ . Langu' @ experiences will permeate the total environment (p 3)

14
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Teachers' Perceptions of Educ;iional Accomplishments: )

Table V offers a quantitative Analysis of th; positive resulgs'of the
Bummsr classroom programs as reported by the teachers. These responses were
taken g;rectly from the final interviews which included the following two .
questions:

-

1. How.do you feél about whatr you have accomplished with the
children this summer? and L

L

4. How do you feel about these accomplishments as compared t:b

your school year program?

; &< i L4

Over half of the group teachers specifically identified increased
verbal skills for the children as one of the main accomplisgmgfts. 'They
reported that they had seen growth in verbal communication skills of the
_children —-much more thag anticipated for the eight week period. Teachers
cited increase in vocabulary, expression of féelings and ideas, and in..
general peer group conversation. This growth was correlated to the relaxed
program that allowed chiidren to move freely playing, working an& 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 frequantly 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 taking turns, verbalizing their.requests v.s,
expressing them phyaiéally, establishing reciprocal relationships with their )
peers, and increasing awareness of the responsibilities of group membership,
Teachers described the children as socilagy 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 comfort.ablenesq in the i

L 4 .
classroom and group during the eight week session. Teachers who did not fe

v . - -
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IABIE # 5

Educational Accompliahm.gts of Summer Prggram and Major Reasons for

These Accomplishments, as perceived by the Professional Teaching Staff.

Accomplishments for the Children

# of respondents

¢
1. Increased verbal skills, vocabulegg ide;s, self-
expression | ’ 36
2. Improved social skills, interaction with peer
_groups, taking turns, group awareness and
involvement 30
3. ansion of knowledge and develoﬁment of
concepts | 20
4.. View school as a happy plate to come ‘to and stay ' 19
~— A
5. Increased ability to respond to adult direction . .
\:and cooperatively participate in school routines ¥ 15
6. Increased skiiis with school togls and materials 13
7. Greater spontaneity, greater initiative ' 12
8. Greater sense of self: feeling of importance and -
belonging . ’ 9
9. Improvéd listening skills 7
Oﬁﬁer: Exposure to new foods; maﬁnegs
Contributing factors:
1. Small classes coupled with high adult-child ratio 38 |
2. Quality, intereat'and dedication of teachers
(Head i?acher responses) 22
'//3. Trip program ) / 22
~—— k. Flexiblb‘program free of formal school expecta=

LY
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Table #5 (Cont'd)
Accomplishments '

tions and rigid supervision

5. Active parent involvement in center activities
6. Auxiliary services; psychological, social

worker and medical

~

Other: Working in "home" school; professicnal

planning and evaluation meetings (staff meetings,

.

cluster meetings, etc,) equipment.
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that the group as a whole ha e a noticeabie growth in socialization did
~/'exprees the feeling that individyhl children had responded very well to the
educational experiences, i,e, "I have reached same of the children in the
group,." i
Again, the teachers related these accomplishments to tne flexible
program and the high adult-child ratio, The feeling was expressed that this
program could succeed becauss there was not the formal school curricular ex-
" pectation imposed upon them. The; were free to develop the activities of
. the youngsters without concern for a predetermined se{ of tests to be given,
and an established syllabus to follow. Teachers reported that they felt,
much more relaxed in worklng with the youngsters during the summer than
during the school year., Within thie 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 comfortggly 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 centent The children were reported to gain a feeling of being important

>

in tth kind of program, and as a result, thelr self-image improved, They

were able‘tO'exerclse more initiative and respond more freely to the variety
/

of stinulae, N A

§

In addition to increased social gkills 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 exgeriences that were charming and well illustrated impact upon
them.

The sum total of this educational experience for Lhe 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
developmantai?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.,

v

Evaluators' Perceptions of the Educational Accomplishments:

The findings which follow are based upon the observational instrumgnts'
described in Chapter I1I,

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 thé
children, The daily program was structured fog\the youngsters., In addition,
there éas sufficient, but nog eicessive, number §f children of the same age
with whom they could interact at any of several gcceptable social levels,
and within a variety of interest areas. The general conclusion was that these
classrooms:ﬁitﬁ few exceptions, ?ostered the'growth of the participant
children., The extent to which growth was enhanced and learnings were expanded ' *
is th major consideration. S ﬁ).

The most imporéant factors relating to the quality of classroom teach-

’ing have already been identified in Sections I and II of this chapter, The

process of selecting teachers, llceniéajgy the Board of Education led to the
employment of many having no experlence or limited experience wmth the age

group speclfled for particmpation in the summer prograu. Addltiqnally, thls
process faileﬁ to eliminate those teachers who were apparently unsuited to / y

' teaching this age group. Tablg VI illustratea that 8+9 teachers (approximate-
Ly 1/7 of the sample) evidenced that qual;ty of harshness and rajeeting
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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 emotionallv. P ‘

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

. J
content, materials and/or the pesr 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,trnctive . ‘4
- in nature. | - | L - | o
The majority of group situations which offered the children the‘op-
_ portunity to relate“to kindly, intereéted and supportive adults varied
considerably in the quality of intellectnal stimulation provided. One third

% of the group teachers weréfrated above average within this category of

1ntellectual stimulation: one third were conSidered average and one third
beloq'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 progranm aims, they did not know how
to implement them,

Teachers continually missed teaching opportunities dgring the
free play period. They did not> appear to know how to develop
« the learnings that were being initiated by the children., Yet
they were aware of the need to extend the underatandings of
. youngsters, as demonstrated in the teacher planned group time.
v They missed those moments when the children were interested
\ . and involved, and then attempted to create interest and P
involvement later on in the total group. . N
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Teachers \;ated ,,ggbqve average took advantage of many opportum.ties to
{uuz with the g;ildren about what they were doing. But it was noted that
‘. hese teachers rarely encouraged the indlviduale to ,1dentify and resolv..the
' > multitude of ";nmple" (v.s. complex) problems‘ that they were meetmg relative
to‘, the:vn-_-golng act1v1’ty. The usual method involved the teacher dlrectlng the
resqution of a probien‘ by da.’ctate:‘ "Put, that block over here and the building
won't fall down." "Turn the (puzzle). ;iece around and it will fit." "Pound (
the clay to get it flat" ’ By observation the teacher usually in1t1ated the _ -,
,<1dentif1catlon of the problem and handed the child a quick solution,
In eesenoe, ’observers found the teachers lacking in the skllls of
fostering the experimental approach to probvle'm resolution in the use of materials.,
The;r contmzxilly coxmunlcated to the children their personal interest but failed
to adequately stnmulate and gul.de their inquiry and discovery of facts and
concepts.
——— -
O‘oeervex;"s found the teachers rarely tried to deal with content areas
during the f‘ree play per_iod., The eoitent check sheet calling for a numerical
count of the responses of the teacher in any content area, (see appenciix)
average 7-10 checks ‘in a forty-five minute free activity period. Teachers who
utilized this periodbf to develop relationships with individual children, focused
their attention on general convereation rather on the details of the specific
activity with whlch the child was involved. The children were told, in many
‘ little ways, that the :eacher was :mterested in them, aware of them, and
enjoyed them. .. the children were important people. Toward the goal of J.mproving .
the child'e‘eelf-conoept this kind of teacher behavior was well directed. .
» Toward the goal of expanding a child's understandlng,"abllity to think and :
réason” to solve 'probleme, this behavior-was insufficient, at times destructive,

The high percentage of kindly, supportive teachers was also rellscted

, .
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_ in the observers rating of the behavior of the children illustrated on

Table VII, In over h&if of the claserooue, the gbeereers perceiued the

; children uiewing the~authority.figure as'one that is helpful'and support-

ive, Similarly, the children appeared to be relaﬁed and copperative in |
"relation to the routines, that were moet often teacher directed In eatablish-
ing a camfortableness ror the children in the scheol settlng, whlch ia an

orderly structure bounded by routines, a 1ittle over half of the cLass groups
observed can be con51dered successful ) Almost one th1rd were rated unsuccees-
ful 1n achieving this goal. . That category which rates the children as

obedlent in relationship to a teacher-directed routine is considergd by the
evaluating team as less tha? adequate achievemeht relative to this identified -
goal., Children who are obedient, but not cooperative and releed in such S
routines as‘ciean-up, snack peéiods, etc.; canriot be described as‘comfortable'

in thieﬂpart of the school structure, They may conform as a result of fear of .
the authority, or as a reeult of cohfuaion‘concerning what 'is to be done, Ih

2

“either case, they are not comfortable with what should be a familiar routine
after six weeks (eecond'obseruational visits scheduled sixth, sevehth and
eighth weeks). o | . . f | |
Teachers demonstrated d&vergent patterds of guidance in the varying '
parts of the program. During the free play period their behavior ranged.from
no ihvolvement except the execution of ‘the required authority role, to active
socialization with 1ndiV1duale dnd small groups, Occasmonally‘they were’
observed reading storiee to amall groups or indiV1duale. The essential goal
‘of this teaching pattern appeared to be the offering to children the freedom
to explore materiald and ideas without adult intervention, 3 -
During the routine periode, thﬂ'anCher behavior ranged from kindly

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

- e man s P ~ s t._,_“...__A_r.
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TABLE VII . ‘
CHILDREN'S BEHAVIOR IN THE CLASSROOM
CHILDREN'S REACTION TO Am‘HORITY FIGURE (GROUP IEACHER) N\
AS: X
Quality - ‘ e L Total ‘
. Supportive @ |xxxx i XXXXXXXXK¥ )
.and XXXXXXXXXXXXX ; ko
Helpful XXXAXXXXAXXXXX ' '
Helpful but XXXXXXXXXXXXXX (2)”
NOT . v ] _ 211
,  Supportive @9 X X X x-() xx . o 2
. Indifferent 7 @ @ @~_x @ , - I
=" N . .‘ - » . - . /
. ) b v}
< [ . ‘."\“ > .
Rejecting X @ vt T R '
J ne v, x_ SRR - ' . ' 2%
s e
P e "i ..“ T 1; oy ‘
e ts “.-‘ »
) ~‘\ vn_: . \,3 v -
CHILDREN 'S REACTION ro’ne N
PERIODS ): o . B
Quality - RS I S ‘ {Total -
Self directed, |X X x X% X X X x@@ > lO}
. and R . ) ‘ ‘
Relaked L a
Teacher . |x.x x@‘x X x@x X xﬁ%x x'x x,@ o
directed: ’ A ) o3k
Relaxed and X x@'x XX XX er@_'x X.xXx @@3{ XX
_ Cooperative e e ‘
N Teacher . - @xxxx‘x % xvx.‘xf A D
directed: ; .. K 164
- Obedient r@@@ Xxx o, . A S
Py - AT ' . — x -
- Teacher -~ |x x@@x@ = , \ 6
directeds | 888 9. _ X
Resistant B A > :} T .
s E ; §~refers to those clasarooms where children shoted " | 1
. /

: evidence of mixed reactions to given quelity. ]

L]
L]

~
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approach. Some teachers who wor; successful in establishing a warm, sup-
portive relationship with children during the free play‘Poriod were not able
| to mniﬁtaiﬁ this qd;lity of'roiationahipiin the more atr#ﬁtuﬁod:p;rfod;:

.'wTQuriﬁk the.toachér-dinected group activity.period,lihe toachers general-
1y evidenced divergent patterns, but in,a;quenco: (i.e. one tea;her demonstrat-
ed two distinct approaches within the context of this one period). They were °
atrongly'authoritarian in strﬁcturing the activity -seating children in group
and calling for their attention- and then they tended to be warm ani respon-
sive in attempting to guide the learning ;t‘the children reiative te the
selected stimlus. This pattern of attempting t; create an exciting-learning
experience for the total group at a prascribi& 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 éo 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 periocd in the daily schedule. The
small 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
CONCLUSTONS 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 pirticipant children that ranged from
adoquat.o to good in terms of tho gotla of t,ho pmgram. .

The differantial was great botwoon the actual quality of s*imulation
and guidance by the teachers and the potential quality. Experienced teachers,

aocustomed to workiné alone with large groups of children, found it difficult

to modify their teaching behavior in order to take optimum'advﬁntage 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 program by the Board of Eddéaéion impedsd the development of the

educational program, but did not cripple it.

The directives for the future relate to two general patterns o’

problems: o
a) Those problem; that resulted from the time limitation placed on
the Board o; Education, requiripg that it design, exescute and
administer this prcgram within a few months:

1) rapid selection of teachers without refinement in selection
procedures 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 awdliary servics program
resulting in extensive inconsistency and poor exmcution of roles

b) Those problems that resulted from the administration of this program
by a large, complex organization which, in terms of this short |
program, 1s 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 (mpecially secretarial)




3) late payment of salaries and disbursement of funds
L) Poor articulation between structures operating under the
auspices of the Board of Education, i.es. between the
» . regular school .stalf and the Centsr staff, - .
5) Inability to respond rapidly to feedback and to make |
. appropriate adjustments within the eight. week _period.

Based upon the findings of this evaluation; there are strong directives
for change in the future. Within the context of preparatioh for the summer's
acti;itiéd, | - |

1) the proceas of select‘on and orientation or personnel,

2) cooperative planning for housing, equipping and supplying thé
classrooms,

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

L) proviaion for more effective on-going guidance of teaching atarf and

5) more ejfective utilization of auxiliary professional staff, are
clearly identified areas for reflinement. This preparation period appears to
demand considerably more time than has been allocated in the past. Cooperative
relationships based upon a clsar 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 culster groups throughout the summer, there-

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

‘luporvioion.

A rurther check on the accopted limitat*ona of selection procodurea
could bo ortorod by thia type of orientation program. The profoaaional lead—
orahip in thoae orientation groups would have an opportunity to identify those
staff members who demonstrate a.lack of suitability to the assigned role and
roplace them before the onset of the program. Further, those center groups
which contain individuals who are unablo, 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
large and existing educational structure, the challenges seem more dirficulzz
to resolve. It would appear that the Board of Education needs to find ways
to expodife the slow processes that have so impeded this summer's 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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Enroliment capacity:
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Group;:
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' Evaluator —

School Number

" Date
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vBo;o

Code #

L g

Name of Head Teacher

Group No. 1 Teachex’

Assist;ht'
ieacher

Volunteer

Group No. 2 Teacher

Assistant
Teacher

Alde

Voluéteer
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. ERADGTART SUMUER “EVALUNTION I Jily 12, 1966 -

- BTAFY DATA SHEET -

No. 'o'f'8¢':h601‘:." IR, L 'Evalutor:'

Date: - - - R : ' )

No. of Tchra: - ,No.‘of Asst. "T't‘:hrh.‘ . r:j'o.‘ of Aidel “

| - 0 Volux;teers

W TR Male . remale ‘
NYC ._License; . ECE C . Cammon Branches
No. Yrs. Experience with PK and X:
No.'Yrs'. Experie_nce Elem. Gra&es: L -

i - NYC HEADS.TART Experience: | Summer '65

SChlo Yr- '65-6

Other .HEADSTART experi enée:

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 NO. 1

Group Teacher Male: ' Female

NYC License: ECE - < i Commoii Bran;:hes

No. Yrs. Experience with PK and K:

No. Yrs. Experience, Elem. Grades:

NYC HEADSTART Experience: Summer '65

Schl., Yr. '65-6




e e _ STAPF DATA SHEET (cont'd)

. Other HEADSTART Equrience-

Regular school aesign: . . No. of School

'(arca)

A .L6cation. Street & BOro.'

X ] o S g Grade assign.:

Park, Bklyn. ) . ;

Resident area: (Identify by common name & boro" (i. e.& ?rospect

. .
» . . - - - -

Assistart Tearbrr:

Educational background: (name of high ‘schl)

" Name of Collegé : -

No. of Yrs., Completed

Major
Experience with Children
Male’ - Female
“Resident Area
Alde: ' o
Male Female
Resident Area: ’
Highest.educatioﬁﬁl attainment
Voiunteer: | ‘

Male ' Female

Previous HEADSTART experience

Volunteer from agency: (If so, state name of agency)

Regident Area:
To Be Filled in On Final Visit:

'
T Attendance Record of Staff:




GROUP NO, 2
Group Teacher " Male | Female

" No. Yrs. Bxperience with PK and K::

NYC Licenge: .  FCE ‘Cammoﬁ Br@pchea

No. Yrs, Expefiencg, Elem. Grades:

v

NYC HEADSTART 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.)

Assigtant Teacher:

Educational background: (name of High Schl)

Name of College

No. of Yrs. Completed

Major

Experience with Children

Male Female Resident Area
Aide:
Male Female

Residert Area:

Highest educational atteinment




HEADSTART SUMMER EVALUATION ~5-

STAFT DATA SHEET (copt'd)

Volunteer: Male Pemale

July 12, 1966

Previous HEADSTART experience

Volunteer from agency (If 80, name of agency)

Resident Area

To be Filled in On Pinal Visit:

Attendance Record of Staff:




HEADSTART SUMMER EVALUATION -6-

HOUSING AND EQUIPMENT

Indoors: School rooms Utiliged:

No. of kindergartens:

No. of grades

Comments: '(space problems, if any)

July 12, 1966

General Equipment Availadble

Blocks and Comstruction

Adgguate

Block accessories

Housekeeping materials

Dramatic play materials

Water Play Materials

Manipulative materials

Woodworking Materials

8cience tools and meterials

Language development materials

Games
Books
Puppets

Arts and Crafts materials

Music:

Instruments
Phonograph
Piano

Other

On Convenience

NOTE: Camnents of toilet facilities and sinks:

Outdoor: Equipment: Available
Climbing

Adequate

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

;
i
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'
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N
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HEADSTART SUMMER EVALUATION -7- July 12, 1966

Initial Interview:

1. What do you hope to accomplish with ‘the children in the -
Summer Program?

2. How will you do this?

EMC P

PArulToxt Provided by ERIC
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. HEADSTART SUMMER EVALUATION 8- - July 12, 1966

3. What obstacles are there likely to be in the way of accomplishing

L.

your goals?

If these obstacles do arise, what do you think you will do?
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CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
33 West 42 Street, NYC

Division of Educat;onal Practices
Title I Evaluation

PRE-8SCHOOL CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTERS
Definition of Categories (for 'Evaluator)

I. Instructional Moves

1. Demonsgtration

la) Model to cog[f 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
Tirst.

(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 childrenis elaboration: teacher introduces procedures,
actions, illustrations of an idea or concept with opportunity for
children to pursue individual exploration and experimentation:
acecompanied by direct or implied suggestion that the children try
it for themselves - with adequate provision of materials.

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.

1lc) 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 pafer, etc.
(3) Animal sounds.

ex, (1) introduction of magnet and how it works; children directed




Definition of Categories (cont'd) ' ‘ -2-

2. Collaboaration:

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.

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 Qecide
appropriate number and placement.

(2) puzzle: teacher helps child; taking turns putting
pleces in; directing attention to appropriate clues of
shape and color for successful placement; praice.

(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,

b.

C.

d.

labels,

Introductory: verbal techniques used by teacher to focus children's

attention dﬁon and to interest children in a group learning experience:

ex: recalling experiences tae date, questions to children, summaries.

Non-transactional: giving infbrmation, ideas, explapations, or

relating stories to children without request for or relative to
children's responses.

Transactional: evolving discussions, explenations, stories cambirning

the efforts of teachers and children as participants.




Definition of Categories (cont'd) ' -3-

II. Behavioral Moves

k. Dealing with feelings

&, 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 coumment, as
"Is that sot"

¢c. Negative: teacher rejection of individual expressions, preferences,
attitudes without identifiable instructional act: distinguished |
fram (5c) by lack of immediate social bebavioral referent.

’ 1
ex. (1) child: "I don't like my mommy today."

Teacher: 'That's not nice. All children love their
mcumies. "

(2) Child looks tearful.
Teacher: "Don't be a crybaby."

5. Controlling Behaviar

a. Positive: teacher guidancz of child in a destructive social
relationship that aids in development of selif-control, or prcvides
alternative patterns of problem resolution: guidance projects the
quality of an emotiomally supportive relationship as againat a
rejecting, punitive relationship, includes physical conmtrols,
verbal guidance and limit setting behavior directed toward
helping child function more adequately within the group structure.

b. Neutral: No action toward bchty}aral control.

2

ex. §lg teacher sees 2 children fighting. Does nothing.

children screeming and yelling at each other; no
teacher action.




Definition of Categories (cont'd) o <4
c. %%gei%x!: teacher attempts control of child behavior through .
ening, punitive and rejecting responses: frequently
Judgmental.

ex. (1) Teacher: "Johnnmy, stop that! you're a nanghty boy!"
(2) Teacher: "Johrmy, get away. You're just a nuisance."
(3) Teacher: "Why aren't you a good boy, like Johmny?"
6. Arrangementg: teacher direction of routines; eating, toileting,
dressing, clean-up with no identifiable instructional move.

IOII. Non-instructional Moves

7. Teachﬁf activity: conversation with other adults; fixing materials
or en, recording behavior; non-interactive with children.

8. Passive behavior:

a. Observing: watching children

b. uninvolved: personal grooming, reading, looking out window.

o

Note:

T e — .

Developed as part of a curriculum research program under the
direction of Professor Kenneth Wann and Profsssor Helen Robison
at Teachers College, Columbia, University.
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TRACHER PROFILE

ﬁo;i-u context: T

1l Min.

1 Min.

1l Min.

1 Min.

(1,¢. free play, routines,group activity) [l Min
I. INSTHUCTIONAL MOVES

1. Doncostpation: X
.. to copy :

1 Min,

b. Model for child's elaboration

¢. Illustrative

2. Sz%&eggg= |
' a. Teac directed and controlled

b. Teacher assisted and encouraged

3. Verbal:
a. Reading

~

NP, G,
S ey
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e %o,

P
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b. Introductcry

e s —

¢. Non-transactional

d. Transactional

II. BEHAVIORAL MOVES
L, Dealing with Feelings:

a. Pogitive

b, Neutral

C. Negative

5. Controllirg Behavior
a, Positive

b. Neutral

JL

Cc. Negative

6., Arrangements (Children, materials,
transition)

III, NON-INSTRUCTIONAL MOVES

T. Teacher Activity

8. Passive behavior:
a. 35:-;:&2

« - -

bv Unimulm




X-11

CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
33 Vest 42 3treet, Nev York

Division of Educational Practices
Title I Evaluationa

Pre-School Child Develggggnt Centers {HEADSTART}

CHILDREN IN THE CLASSROOM

EVALUATOR

Date

School

Class (Name of Teacher

AM. F.M.

Age Group

Duration of Observation

Note: This 18 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.

—— e



CENTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
33 West 42nd Street
Nev York, N.Y, 10036

Division of Educational Fractices
Title I Evaluations

General Summary: Teacher Behavior

m.h -voo----------....‘.........................a...............Kindly

1

2
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Highly stimulating .......c.0e..

1
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1 2 3 L 5
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Number of school

Date
Evaluator

Center for Urdban Education
33 West 42nd Street
New York, New York 10036

Educationel Practices Division
Title I Evaluations

Pre-School Child Development Centers

SCHOOL DATA SHEET II

Number of School

chool Location

Averages Daily Attendance

Comments ) i

Number of Dropouts ‘ i

Comrent s

Psychologist avajilable? Yes No If yes, days per week
c nts Days r:ar week

Social worker available? Yes Ko : If yes, days per week
Comment s

-comtinued -
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Pre-School Child Development Centers

Title I Evaluations Nuaber of school
page 2 : Date
Evaluator

SCHOOL DATA SHEET II .(contimzd)

Paychiatrist available? Yes No If yes, days per week

Comments

Medical Staff: Title Days per week

1.
2.

3.

* Ccuments

Outside medical services (dental, health, etc.): Give name of agencies

Comments

Description of community served (families). Please be specific.
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*  Center for Urban Education number of school

Title I Evaluations : date

Pre-School Child Dev. Centers evaluator

"Questionnaire for A=sistant Teachers"

As active participants of the Head Start program we value your comments.

We are interested in your appraisal of the Head Start program, in the followi
areas: i ‘ ‘ .

1. What do you see as the most crucial needs of the children in your group this
summer? B

[ e e

2. In what weys aid your class program meet these needs?

——— - p—— —

L ‘ . .

3. In your estimation, in terms of the children, what is your feeling about the
\\ best part of this program? c nts

\\Sililarlll what 1s your feeling about the poorgst;parf of this program? Comments.
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. Pre-School ‘Child Developmsnt Centers

' tibn' I Questiomnaire for Assistant Teachers
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INTERVINN GUIDE

Panily Worker:

1. How do you feel about the Head Start prograa in terms of meeting the needs.
of this cammunity? Does it, and how?

[}

2. In your opinion, how do you think the genaral commumity looks at Head Start
programs? Are they aware of them, understand them, appreciate them?

Note to EIvaluator: - Comit these questions to memory and use & saall pad
to take notes, Do not use the packet when interviewing
family worker,




Ww m ‘Uybén “W“‘ tnmder of school
‘Sdaseticadl Prectices Division date R

l '!"i" 'I_'Dcv.:'lrl evaluator

Secon! 8ection

S AR

1. What do you see has contributed most to the success of this sumser's program, in
" terms of offering a.good educetionmsl experience to the childrent ‘

Comments: N s _
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2. What do you see has interfered the most in setting up gocd educational experiences?
i.e. Biggest problea?
Commants
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Date of Vigit Evaluator

SECOND SECTION

TRACHER

1. How do you feel about what you have accomplished with the children this
sumaer? |

2, How do you feel about this progrem accomplished with the children this
summer campared to your achool yetr' teaching program?
COMMENTS:




Number of school
< Date of visit

Evaluator

Center for Urban Education
33 West L2nd Sireet
New York, New York 10036

Educational Practices Division
Title I Evaluations

| PRE-SCHOOL, CHILD DEYELOPMENT CENTERS

CONTENT OY CURRICULUM AS INDICATED BY TEACHER BEHAVIOR

Instructions: check frequency of teacher responses in any/all areas:

A. Bcience: 1. Physical Science. (a) facts

(b) concepts

2. Natural Science. (a) facts

(v) concepts

B. Mathematics: 1. Counting

2. Size relationships & comparisons

3. Quantities (bulk) & comparison

C. Comemunication Skills:

Classification (check content area also)

Auditory discrimination

1.
2.
3. Visual digcrimination
' Vocabular; expension:

Nanea.of common objects

be:cripti&e words__

Concepts

5. 8entence structure

6. Listening skills

D. BSocial Science:

1. Expansion in factual Inowledge of community &
cultural patterns

2. Comparative cultural values

B. Maonpers:

¥. Physical Education & Realth

ANl e b o gt
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No. 6f School
Date of Visit
CHILDREN'S BEHAVIOR
Evaluator

A. FREE PIAY:
Child -~ child: play pattern: parallel cooperative

.group awareness

commmunication: verbal

g S i a1 oa” ¥ ) TP SR SR SN Y SR

non-verbal

mobility i

cooment s
i
;
z
2
i
Child-materisls: involvement and completion, i
)

self-selection and appropriateness, conventional usage

destructive constructive

coement s

7 J5VTRL LN K MG TP b e d A IEE BTN 24 1 ki 5 Yoan N N Wo? ™ To 'k

Child- authority: supportive and helpful

o XX

helpful and not supportive

e,

indifferent

rejecting
comment s

R




B. ROUTINES:

solt-diroqtod and relaxed

S —————

teacher-dirssted but relaxed and cooperative .

teacher—directed , obedient_

teacher-directed , resistant

‘comsnts

C. GROUP ACTIVITY:
cooperative and involved

cooperative but not involved

reasistant

teacher-directed emergent

comment.s

— e
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TEACHER PROFILE

Program context: .
(i.e. free play, routines,group activity)jl MinJ 1 Min. 1 Min.}{|1 Min. |1 Min, 1 Min.

XI. IXSBTRUCTIONAL MOVES
1. Qm;ution:
a. Model to copy

b. Model for child's elabarstion

¢. Illustrative

2. Cg_ll__&ggtion:
' 8. Teacher directed and controlled

b. Teacher assisted and encouraged

3. Verdbal:
a. Reading

b. Introductary

¢. Non-transactional

d. Transactional

II. BEKAVIORAL MOVES
L. Dealing with Feelinga:

a. Positive

b. Neutral

c. Negative

5. Controlling Behavior
a. Positive

b, Neutral

c. Negative

6. Arrangements (Children, materials,
transition)

III. NON-IRSTRUCTIONAL MOVES

7. Teacher ctivity :

8..Passive oehavior:

a. Observing
b. Uninvalwed ' N
.
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CENRTER FOR URBAN EDUCATION
33 West 42nd Street
New York, K.Y, 10036
Division of Fducational Practices
Title I Evaluations
General Summary: Teacher Behavior

Harsh .....cevvivennenanas cececccacnens ceescesectecasesvessanss ....Kindly

1 2 3 Ty 5
Highly stimulating ......cevieeieeeeeeecececacenerscscnssenssnsancans Dull

1 2 3 L 5
Highly verbal ..........oieeieeeececnanccnasasccascansse teeseccne Minimal

1 2 3 L 5
Supportive. ... i.ceiiietrtrtnnennn heeesosessecss becesscssacenas Rejecting

1 2 3 L 5
Date . School
Teacher T -
Cbserver

’ 'oe .
\ ¥ '
,,\' . ‘\_‘ v Fh;.

O s

* g~

il PTG I\ S Y ’-




